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CENTURY OF ENSLAVEMENT 


Century of Enslavement: The History of The Federal 


Reserve 


By James Corbett - 07/06/2014 
TRANSCRIPT: 


Part One: The Origins of the Fed 


“The real truth of the matter is, as you and I know, that a financial element in the larger centers has owned the 
Government ever since the days of Andrew Jackson.” — FDR letter to Colonel Edward House, Nov. 21, 1933 


All our lives we've been told that economics is boring. It's dull. It's not worth the time it takes to understand it. 
And all our lives, we've been lied to. 


War. Poverty. Revolution. They all hinge on economics. And economics all rests on one key concept: money. 


Money. It is the economic water in which we live our lives. We even call it "currency"; it flows around us, 
carries us in its wake. Drowns those who are not careful. 


We use it every day in nearly every transaction we conduct. We spend our lives working for it, worrying about 
it, saving it, spending it, pinching it. It defines our social status. It compromises our morals. People are willing to 
fight, die, and kill for it. 


But what is it? Where does it come from? How is it created? Who controls it? It is a remarkable fact that, given 
its central importance in our lives, not one person in a hundred could answer such basic questions about money 
as these. 
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Interviewer: So if you were planning a family, you'd want to know where babies come from. And 
this is a lot about banking. So let me ask you: Where does money come from? 


Interviewee 1: Where does the money come from? The government prints it. It's printed off. 
Interviewer: How is new money created? 


Interviewee 2: By labor. People work and produce wealth, and the money is supposed to match that 
wealth. 


Interviewee: Where does money come from? 


Interviewee 3: Well, I have a pretty different outlook on money. It actually comes from, like, trees, 
right? 


SOURCE: Occupy Vancouver answers "Where does money come from?" 


But why is this? How could we be so ignorant about a topic of such importance? "Where does money come 
from?" is a basic, childlike question. So why is our only response the childlike answer, meant as a joke: "It 
grows on trees"? 


Such a profound state of ignorance could not come about naturally. From the time we are children, we are 
curious about the world and eager to learn about the way it works. And what could lead to a better understanding 
of the way the world works than a knowledge of money, its creation and destruction? Yet discussion of this topic 
is fastidiously avoided in our school years and ignored in our daily life. Our monetary ignorance is artificial, a 
smokescreen that has been erected on purpose and perpetrated with the help of complicated systems and 
insufferable economic jargon. 


But it doesn't take an economist to understand the importance of money. Deep down we all know that the wars, 
the poverty, the violence we see around us hinges on this question of money. It seems like a thousand-piece 
jigsaw puzzle just waiting to be solved. And it is. 


The puzzle pieces, taken together, create an image of the Federal Reserve, America's central bank and the heart 
of the country's banking system. Despite its central importance to the economy, relatively few have heard of it, 
and fewer still know what it is, despite the bank's attempts at self-description: 


Our economy runs on a complex system of exchange of goods and services in which money plays a 
key part. Coin, currency, savings, and checking accounts; the overall supply of money is managed by 
the Federal Reserve. Money is the medium through which economic exchanges take place, and 
money as a standard of value helps us to set prices for goods and services. The job of managing 
money—monetary policy—is to preserve the purchasing power of the dollar while ensuring that a 
sufficient amount of money is available to promote economic growth. 


The Federal Reserve also promotes the safety and soundness of the institutions where we do our 
banking. It ensures that the mechanisms by which we make payments, whether by cash, cheque, or 
electronic means, operate smoothly and efficiently. 


And in its fiscal role acts as the banker for the United States government. 


Now these duties comprise the major responsibilities of our central bank. 
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SOURCE: The Fed: Our Nation's Central Bank 


But in order to understand the Federal Reserve, we must first understand its origins and context. We must 
deconstruct the puzzle. 


The first piece of that puzzle lies here, in the White House. This is where the Federal Reserve Act, then known 
as the Currency Bill, was signed into law after passing the House and Senate in late December 1913. 


The New York Times of Christmas Eve 1913, described the festive scene: 


"The Christmas spirit pervaded the gathering. While the ceremony was a little less impressive than that of the 
signing of the Tarriff act on Oct. 3 last in the same room, the spectators were much more enthusiastic and seized 
every occasion to applaud.” 


There in the White House that fateful December evening, President Wilson signed away the last veneer of 
control over the American money supply to a cartel—a well-organized gang of crooks so successful, so cunning, 
so well-hidden that even now, a century later, few know of its existence, let alone the details of its operations. 
But those details have been openly admitted for decades. 


Of course, just as we have been taught to find economics boring, we have been taught that this story is boring. 
This is the way the Federal Reserve itself tells it: 


The United States was facing severe financial problems. At the turn of the century, most banks were 
issuing their own currency, called "bank notes." The trouble was, currency that was good in one state 
was sometimes worthless in another. People began to lose confidence in their money, since it was 
only as sound as the bank that issued it. Fearful that their bank might go out of business, they rushed 
to exchange their bank notes for gold or silver. By attempting to do so, they created the Panic of 
1907. 


SOURCE: Where The Bankers Bank 

During the panic, people streamed to the banks and demanded their deposits. The banks could not 
meet the demand; they simply did not have enough gold and silver coin available. Many banks went 
under. People lost millions of dollars, businesses suffered, unemployment rose, and the stability of 


our economic system was again threatened. 


Well, this couldn't go on. If the country was going to grow and prosper, some means would have to 
be found to achieve financial and economic stability. 


To prevent financial panics like the one in 1907, President Woodrow Wilson signed The Federal 
Reserve Act into law in 1913. 


SOURCE: Too Much, Too Little 


But this is history as told by the victors: a revisionist vision in which the creation of a central bank to control the 
nation's money supply is merely a boring historical footnote, about as important as the invention of the zipper or 
an early 20th century hula-hoop craze. The truth is that the story of the secret banking conclave that gave birth to 
that Federal Reserve Act is as exciting and dramatic as any Hollywood screenplay or detective novel yarn, and 
all the more remarkable for the fact that it is all true. 
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We pick up the story, appropriately enough, under cover of darkness. It was the night of November 22, 1910, 
and a group of the richest and most powerful men in America were boarding a private rail car at an unassuming 
railroad station in Hoboken, New Jersey. The car, waiting with shades drawn to keep onlookers from seeing 
inside, belonged to Senator Nelson Aldrich, the father-in-law of billionaire heir to the Rockefeller dynasty, John 
D. Rockefeller, Jr. A central figure on the influential Senate Finance Committee, where he oversaw the nation's 
monetary policy, Aldrich was referred to in the press as the "General Manager of the Nation." Joining him that 
evening was his private secretary, Shelton, and a who's who of the nation's banking and financial elite: A. Piatt 
Andrew, the Assistant Treasury Secretary; Frank Vanderlip, President of the National City Bank of New York; 
Henry P. Davison, a senior partner of J.P. Morgan Company; Benjamin Strong, Jr., an associate of J.P. Morgan 
and President of Bankers Trust Co., and Paul Warburg, heir of the Warburg banking family and son-in-law of 
Solomon Loeb of the famed New York investment firm, Kuhn, Loeb & Company. 


The men had been told to arrive one by one after sunset to attract as little attention as possible. Indeed, secrecy 
was so important to their mission that the group did not use anything but their first names throughout the journey 
so as to keep their true identities secret even from their own servants and wait staff. The movements of any one 
of them would have been reason enough to attract the attention of New York's voracious press, especially in an 
era where banking and monetary reform was seen as a key issue for the future of the nation; a meeting of all of 
them, now that would surely have been the story of the century. And it was. 


Their destination? The secluded Jekyll Island off the coast of Georgia, home to the prestigious Jekyll Island 
Club, whose members included the Morgans, Rockefellers, Warburgs, and Rothschilds. Their purpose? Davison 
told intrepid local newspaper reporters who had caught wind of the meeting that they were going duck hunting. 
But in reality, they were going to draft a reform of the nation's banking industry in complete secrecy. 


G. Edward Griffin, the author of the best-selling The Creature from Jekyll Island and a long-time Federal 
Reserve researcher, explains: 


G. Edward Griffin: What happened is the banks decided that since there was going to be legislation 
anyway to control their industry, that they wouldn't just sit back and wait and see what happened and 
cross their fingers that it would be OK. They decided to do what so many cartels do today: they 
decided to take the lead. And they would be the ones calling for regulations and reform. 


They like the word "reform." The American people are suckers for the word "reform." You just put 
that into any corrupt piece of legislation, call it "reform" and people say "Oh, I'm all for 'reform,"" 
and so they vote for it or accept it. 


So that's what they were doing. They decided, "We will 'reform' our own industry." In other words, 
"We will create a cartel and we will give the cartel the power of government. We'll take our cartel 
agreement so we can self-regulate to our advantage and we'll call it 'The Federal Reserve Act.’ And 
then we'll take this cartel agreement to Washington and convince those idiots there to pass it into 
law." 


And that basically was the strategy. It was a brilliant strategy. Of course we see it happening all the 
time, certainly in our own day today we see the same thing happened in other cartelized industries. 
Right now we're watching it unfold in the field of healthcare, but at that time it was banking, alright? 


And so the banking cartel wrote their own rules and regulations, called it "The Federal Reserve Act," 
got it passed into law, and it was very much to their liking because they wrote it. And in essence 
what they had created was a set of rules that made it possible for themselves to regulate their 
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industry, but they went even beyond that. In fact, it's clear to me when I was reading their letters and 
their conversation at the time, and the debates, that they never dreamed that Congress would go 
along and also give them the right to issue the nation's money supply. Not only were they now going 
to regulate their own industry, which is what they started out as wanting to do, but they got this 
incredible gift that they didn't dream would be given to them (although they were negotiating for it), 
and that was that Congress gave them the authority to issue the nation's money. Congress gave away 
the sovereign right to issue the nation's money to the private banks. 


And so all of this was in The Federal Reserve Act, and the American people were joyous because 
they were told, and they were convinced, that this was finally a means of controlling this big creature 
from Jekyll Island. 


SOURCE: Interview with G. Edward Griffin 


Amazingly enough, they were successful, not just in conspiring to write the legislation that would eventually 
become the Federal Reserve Act, but in keeping that conspiracy a secret from the public for decades. It was first 
reported on in 1916 by Bertie Charles Forbes, the financial writer who would later go on to found Forbes 
magazine, but it was never fully admitted until a full quarter-century later, when Frank Vanderlip wrote a casual 
admission of the meeting in the February 9, 1935, edition of The Saturday Evening Post: 


"I was as secretive—indeed, as furtive—as any conspirator.[...]I do not feel it is any exaggeration to speak of 
our secret expedition to Jekyll Island as the occasion of the actual conception of what eventually became the 
Federal Reserve System." 


Over the course of their nine days of deliberation at the Jekyll Island Club, they devised a plan so overarching, 
so ambitious, that even they could scarcely imagine that it would ever be passed by Congress. As Vanderlip put 
it, "Discovery [of our plan], we knew, simply must not happen, or else all our time and effort would be wasted. 
If it were to be exposed publicly that our particular group had got together and written a banking bill, that bill 
would have no chance whatever of passage by Congress." 


So what, precisely, did this conclave of conspirators devise at their Jekyll Island meeting? A plan for a central 
banking system to be owned by the banks themselves, a system which would organize the nation's banks into a 
private cartel that would have sole control over the money supply itself. At the end of their nine-day meeting, the 
bankers and financiers went back to their respective offices content in what they had accomplished. The details 
of the plan changed between its 1910 drafting and the eventual passage of the Federal Reserve Act, but the 
essential ideas were there. 


But ultimately, this scene on Jekyll Island, too, is just one piece of a larger puzzle. And like any other puzzle 
piece, it has to be seen in its wider context for the bigger picture to become visible. To understand the other 
pieces of the puzzle and their importance in the creation of the Federal Reserve, we have to travel backward in 
time. 


The story begins in late 17th century Europe. The Nine Years' War is raging across the continent as Louis XIV 
of France finds himself pitted against much of the rest of the continent over his territorial and dynastic claims. 
King William II of England, devastated by a stunning naval defeat, commits his court to rebuilding the English 
navy. There's only one problem: money. The government's coffers have been exhausted by the waging of the war 
and William's credit is drying up. 
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A Scottish banker, William Paterson, has a banker's solution: a proposal “to form a company to lend a million 
pounds to the Government at six percent (plus 5,000 'management fee’) with the right of note issue.” By 1694, 
the idea has been slightly revised (a 1.2 million pound loan at 8 percent plus 4,000 for management expenses), 
but it goes ahead: The magnanimously titled Bank of England is created. 


The name is a carefully constructed lie, designed to make the bank appear to be a government entity. But it is 
not. It is a private bank owned by private shareholders for their private profit with a charter from the king that 
allows them to print the public's money out of thin air and lend it to the crown. What happens here at the birth of 
the Bank of England in 1694 is the creation of a template that will be repeated in country after country around 
the world: a privately controlled central bank lending money to the government at interest, money that it prints 
out of nothing. And the jewel in the crown for the international bankers that creates this system is the future 
economic powerhouse of the world, the United States. 


In many important respects, the history of the United States is the history of the struggle of the American people 
against the bankers that wish to control their money. By the 1780s, with colonies still fighting for independence 
from the crown, the bankers will get their wish. 


In 1781 the United States is in financial turmoil. The Continental, the paper currency issued by the Continental 
Congress to pay for the war, has collapsed from overissue and British counterfeiting. Desperate to find a way to 
finance the end stages of the war, Congress turns to Robert Morris, a wealthy shipping merchant who was 
investigated for war profiteering just two years earlier. Now, as "Superintendent of Finance" of the United States 
from 1781 to 1784, he is regarded as the most powerful man in America next to General Washington. 


In his capacity as Superintendent of Finance, Morris argues for the creation of a privately-owned central bank 
deliberately modeled on the Bank of England that the colonies were supposedly fighting against. Congress, 
backed into a corner by war obligations and forced to do business with the bankers just like King William in the 
1690s, acquiesces and charters the Bank of North America as the nation's first central bank. And exactly as the 
Bank of England came into existence loaning the British crown 1.2 million pounds, the B.N.A. started business 
by loaning 1.2 million dollars to Congress. 


By the end of the war, Morris has fallen out of political favor and the Bank of North America's currency has 
failed to win over a skeptical public. The B.N.A. is downgraded from a national central bank to a private 
commercial bank chartered by the State of Pennsylvania. 


But the bankers have not given up yet. Before the ink is even dry on the Constitution, a group led by Alexander 
Hamilton is already working on the next privately-owned central bank for the newly formed United States of 
America. 


So brazen is Hamilton in the forwarding of this agenda that he makes no attempt to hide his aims or those of the 
banking interests he serves: 


"A national debt, if it is not excessive, will be to us a national blessing," he wrote in a letter to James Duane in 
1781. "It will be a powerful cement of our Union. It will also create a necessity for keeping up taxation to a 
degree which, without being oppressive, will be a spur to industry." 


Opposition to Hamilton and his debt-based system for establishing the finances of the US is fierce. Led by 
Jefferson and Madison, the bankers and their system of debt-enslavement is called out for the force of 
destruction that it is. As Thomas Jefferson wrote: 
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"[T]he spirit of war and indictment, [...] since the modern theory of the perpetuation of debt, has drenched the 
earth with blood, and crushed its inhabitants under burdens ever accumulating." 


Still, Hamilton proves victorious. The First Bank of the United States is chartered in 1791 and follows the 
pattern of the Bank of England and the Bank of North America almost exactly; a privately-owned central bank 
with the authority to loan money that it creates out of nothing to the government. In fact, it is the very same 
people behind the new bank as were behind the old Bank of North America. It was Alexander Hamilton, Robert 
Morris' former aide, who first proposed Morris for the position of Financial Superintendent, and the director of 
the old Bank of North America, Thomas Willing, is brought in to serve as the first director of the First Bank of 
the United States. Meet the new banking bosses, same as the old banking bosses. 


In the first five years of the bank's existence, the US government borrows 8.2 million dollars from the bank and 
prices rise 72%. By 1795, when Hamilton leaves office, the incoming Treasury Secretary announces that the 
government needs even more money and sells off the government's meager 20% share in the bank, making it a 
fully private corporation. Once again, the US economy is plundered while the private banking cartel laughs all 
the way to the bank that they created. 


By the time the bank's charter comes due for renewal in 1811, the tide has changed for the money interests 
behind the bank. Hamilton is dead, shot to death in a duel with Aaron Burr. The bank-supporting Federalist Party 
is out of power. The public are wary of foreign ownership of the central bank, and what's more don't see the 
point of a central bank in time of peace. Accordingly, the charter renewal is voted down in the Senate and the 
bank is closed in 1811. 


Less than a year later, the US is once again at war with England. After two years of bitter struggle, the public 
debt of the US has nearly tripled, from $45.2 million to $119.2 million. With trade at a standstill, prices soaring, 
inflation rising and debt mounting, President Madison signs the charter for the creation of another central bank, 
the Second Bank of the United States, in 1816. Just like the two central banks before it, it is majority privately- 
owned and is granted the power to loan money that it creates out of thin air to the government. 


The 20-year bank charter is due to expire in 1836, but President Jackson has already vowed to let it die prior to 
renewal. Believing that Jackson won't risk his chance for reelection in 1832 on the issue, the bankers forward a 
bill to renew the bank's charter in July of that year, four years ahead of schedule. Remarkably, Jackson vetoes the 
renewal charter and stakes his reelection on the people's support of his move. In his veto message, Jackson writes 
in no uncertain terms about his opposition to the bank: 


"Whatever interest or influence, whether public or private, has given birth to this act, it can not be found either in 
the wishes or necessities of the executive department, by which present action is deemed premature, and the 
powers conferred upon its agent not only unnecessary, but dangerous to the Government and country. It is to be 
regretted that the rich and powerful too often bend the acts of government to their selfish purposes.[...]If we can 
not at once, in justice to interests vested under improvident legislation, make our Government what it ought to 
be, we can at least take a stand against all new grants of monopolies and exclusive privileges, against any 
prostitution of our Government to the advancement of the few at the expense of the many, and in favor of 
compromise and gradual reform in our code of laws and system of political economy." 


The people side with Jackson and he's reelected on the back of his slogan, "Jackson and No Bank!" The 
President makes good on his pledge. In 1833 he announces that the government will stop using the bank and will 
pay off its debt. The bankers retaliate in 1834 by staging a financial crisis and attempting to pin the blame on 
Jackson, but it's no use. On January 8, 1835, President Jackson succeeds in paying off the debt, and for the first 
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and only time in its history the United States is free from the debt chain of the bankers. In 1836 the Second Bank 
of the United States' charter expires and the bank loses its status as America's central bank. 


It is 77 years before the bankers can regain the jewel in their crown. But it is not for lack of trying. Immediately 
upon the death of the bank, the banking oligarchs in England react by contracting trade, removing capital from 
the US, demanding payment in hard currency for all exports, and tightening credit. This results in a financial 
crisis known as the Panic of 1837, and once again Jackson's campaign to kill the bank is blamed for the crisis. 


Throughout the late 19th century the United States is rocked by banking panics brought about by wild banking 
speculation and sharp contractions in credit. By the dawn of the 20th century, the bulk of the money in the 
American economy has been centralized in the hands of a small clique of industrial magnates, each with a near- 
monopoly on a sector of the economy. There are the Astors in real estate; the Carnegies and the Schwabs in 
steel; the Harrimans, Stanfords and Vanderbilts in railroads; the Mellons and the Rockefellers in oil. As all of 
these families start to consolidate their fortunes, they gravitate naturally to the banking sector. And in this 
capacity, they form a network of financial interests and institutions that centered largely around one man, 
banking scion and increasingly America's informal central banker in the absence of a central bank, John Pierpont 
Morgan. 


John Pierpont Morgan, or “Pierpont,” as he prefers to be called, is born in Hartford, Connecticut, in 1837 to 
Junius Spencer Morgan, a successful banker and financier. Morgan rides his father's coattails into the banking 
business and by 1871 is partnered in his own firm, the firm that was eventually to become J.P. Morgan and 
Company. 


It is Morgan who finances Cornelius Vanderbilt's New York Central Railroad. It is Morgan who finances the 
launch of nearly every major corporation of the period, from AT&T to General Electric to General Motors to 
DuPont. It is Morgan who buys out Carnegie and creates the United States Steel Corporation, America's first 
billion-dollar company. It is Morgan who brokers a deal with President Grover Cleveland to “save” the nation's 
gold reserves by selling 62 million dollars worth of gold to the Treasury in return for government bonds. And it 
is Morgan who, in 1907, sets in motion the crisis that leads to the creation of the Federal Reserve. 


That year, Morgan begins spreading rumors about the precarious finances of the Knickerbocker Trust Company, 
a Morgan competitor and one of the largest financial institutions in the United States at the time. The resulting 
crisis, dubbed the Panic of 1907, shakes the US financial system to its core. Morgan puts himself forward as a 
hero, boldly offering to help underwrite some of the faltering banks and brokerage houses to keep them from 
going under. After a bout of hand-wringing over the nation's finances, a Congressional Committee is assembled 
to investigate the "money trust," the bankers and financiers who brought the nation so close to financial ruin and 
who wield such power over the nation's finances. The public follows the issue closely, and in the end a handful 
of bankers are identified as key players in the money trust's operations, including Paul Warburg, Benjamin 
Strong, Jr., and J.P. Morgan. 


Andrew Gavin Marshall, editor of The People's Book Project, explains: 


Andrew Gavin Marshall: At the beginning of the 20th century there was an investigation following 
the greatest of these financial panics, which was in 1907, and this investigation was on "the money 
trust." It found that three banking interests--J.P. Morgan, National City Bank, and the City Bank of 
New York--basically controlled the entire financial system. Three banks. The public hatred toward 
these institutions was unprecedented. There was an overwhelming consensus in the country for 
establishing a central bank, but there were many different interests in pushing this and everyone had 
their own purpose behind advocating for a central bank. 
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So to represent most people, you had farmer interests, populists, progressives, who were advocating 

a central bank because they couldn't take the recurring panics, but they wanted government control of 
the central bank. They wanted it to be exclusively under the public control because they despised and 
feared the New York banks as wielding too much influence, so for them a central bank would be a 
way to curb the power of these private financial interests. 


On the other hand, those same financial interests were advocating for a central bank to serve as a 
source of stability for their control of the system, and also to act as a lender of last resort to them so 
they would never have to face collapse. But also, in order to exert more control through a central 
bank, the private New York banking community wanted a central bank under the exclusive control of 
them. There's a shocker. 


So you had all these various interests which converged. Of course, the most influential happened to 
be the New York financial houses which were more aligned with the European financial houses than 
they were with any other element in American society. The main individual behind the founding of 
the Federal Reserve was Paul Warburg, who was a partner with Kuhn, Loeb and Company, a 
European banking house. His brothers were prominent bankers in Germany at that time, and he had 
of course close connections with every major financial and industrial firm in the United States and 
most of those existing in Europe. And he was discussing all of these ideas with his fellow 
compatriots in advocating for a central bank. In 1910, Warburg got the support of a Senator named 
Nelson Aldrich, whose family later married into the Rockefeller family (again, I'm sure just a 
coincidence). Aldrich invited Warburg and a number of other bankers to a private, secret meeting on 
Jekyll Island just off the coast of Georgia where they met in 1910 to discuss the construction of a 
central bank in the United States, but one which would of course be owned by and serve the interests 
of the private bank. Aldrich then presented this in 1911 as the "Aldrich Plan" in the U.S. Congress, 
but it was actually voted out. 


The public, suspicious of Senator Aldrich's banking connections, ultimately reject the Jekyll Island cabal's 
“Aldrich Plan.” The cabal does not give up, however. They simply revise and rename their plan, giving it a new 
public face, that of Representative Carter Glass and Senator Robert Owen. 


In the end, the money trust that was behind the Panic of 1907 uses the public's own outrage against them to 
complete their consolidation of control over the banking system. The newly retitled Federal Reserve Act is 
signed into law on December 23, 1913, and the Fed begins operations the next year. 


Part Two: How the Scam Works 


“The study of money, above all other fields in economics, is one in which complexity is used to disguise truth or 
to evade truth, not to reveal it.” — John Kenneth Galbraith 


So how does the Federal Reserve system work? What does it do? Who owns and controls it? These are the basic 
questions that would get to the heart of the fundamental question: "What is money?" And that is why the answers 
to these questions have been shrouded in impenetrable economic jargon. 


Even the Federal Reserve's own educational propaganda, which has an unusual tendency toward cutesy 
animation and talking down to its audience, has a difficult time summarizing the Fed's mission and 
responsibilities. According to the Fed: 


To achieve [its] goals, the Fed, then and now, combines centralized national authority through the 
Board of Governors with a healthy dose of regional independence through the reserve banks. A third 
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entity, the Federal Open Market Committee, brings together the first two in setting the nation's 
monetary policy. 


SOURCE: In Plain English 


Precisely what imaginary gaggle of schoolchildren is this economic gibberish aimed at? 


The simple truth, hidden behind the sleight of hand of economic jargon and magisterial titles, is that a banking 
cartel has monopolized the most important item in our entire economy: money itself. 


We are taught to think of money as the pieces of paper printed in government printing presses or coins minted by 
government mints. While this is partially true, in this day and age the actual notes and coins circulating in the 
economy represent only a tiny fraction of the money in existence. Over 90% of the money supply is in fact 
created by private banks as loans that are payable back to the banks at interest. 


Although this simple fact is obscured by the wizards of Wall Street and gods of money who want to make the 
money creation process into some special art of alchemy carefully overseen by the government, the truth is not 
hidden from the public. 


In December 1977, the Federal Reserve Bank of New York published another of its dumbed-down, cartoon- 
ridden information pamphlets for the general public, attempting to explain the functions of the Federal Reserve 
System. There in black and white they carefully explain the money creation process: 


“Commercial banks create checkbook money whenever they grant a loan, simply by adding new deposit dollars 
to accounts on their books in exchange for a borrower's IOU_[...]Banks create money by 'monetizing' the private 
debts of businesses and individuals. That is, they create amounts of money against the value of those IOUs.” 


There it is, in plain English: The vast majority of money in the economy, the “checkbook” money in our 
accounts at the bank and that we use in our electronic transfers and digital payments, is created not by a 
government printing press, but by the bank itself. It is created out of thin air as debt, owed back to the bank that 
created it at interest. This means that bank loans are not money taken from other bank depositors, but new 
money simply conjured into existence and placed into your account. And the bank is able to create much more 
money than it has cash to back up those deposits. 


The Fed claims to be the entity overseeing and backing up the banking industry. It was established, according to 
its own propaganda, to stabilize the system and prevent bank runs like the Panic of 1907 from happening again: 


Throughout much of the 1800s, almost any organization that wanted could print its own money. As a 
result, many states, banks, and even one New York druggist, did just that. In fact at one time there 
were over 30,000 different varieties of currency in circulation. Imagine the confusion. 


Not only were there multitudes of currencies, some were redeemable in gold and silver, others were 
backed by bonds issued by regional governments. It was not unusual for people to lose faith both in 
the value of their currency and in the entire financial system. With many people trying to withdraw 
their deposits at once, sometimes the banks didn't have enough money on hand to pay their 
depositors. Then when the funds ran out the banks suspended payment temporarily and some even 
closed. People lost their entire savings. Sometimes regional economies suffered. 


Obviously something had to be done. And in 1913, something was. In that year, President Woodrow 
Wilson signed into effect the Federal Reserve Act. This act created the Federal Reserve system to 
provide a safer and more stable monetary and banking system. 
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SOURCE: The Fed Today 


If that was indeed its aim, it signally failed to do so in running up one of the greatest bubbles in American 
history to that point in the 1920s, just a decade after its creation. The popping of that bubble, of course, led 
directly into the Great Depression and one of the greatest periods of mass poverty in American history. 
Economists have long argued that the Fed itself was the cause of the depression by its complete mismanagement 
of the money supply. As former Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke admitted in a speech commemorating 
Fed critic Milton Friedman's 90th birthday: “Regarding the Great Depression. You're right, we did it. We're very 
sorry. But thanks to you, we won't do it again.” 


“Price stability” is another cited tenet of the Federal Reserve's mandate. But here, too, the Fed has completely 
failed to live up to its own standards: 


Aside from the banking system, the Federal Reserve has another responsibility that's probably even 
more important. It's in charge of something called "monetary policy." Basically, it means trying to 
keep prices stable to avoid inflation. Say you buy a CD today for $14. But what if next year the price 
of the CD jumped to $20 or $50, not because of a change in supply or demand, but because all prices 
were going up. That's inflation. 


There are a lot of different causes of inflation, but one of the most important is too much money. The 
Fed can adjust the money supply by injecting money into the system electronically, or by 
withdrawing money from the economy. 


Think of it: the Federal Reserve has the ability to create money, or make it disappear. What's most 
important is what happens as a result. Any time the supply of money is altered, the effects are felt 


throughout the economy. 


The Fed's methods have changed over time to take advantage of the latest computers and electronics, 
but its mission remains the same: to aim for stable prices, full employment and a growing economy. 


SOURCE: Inside The Fed 


100 years ago, in 1913, the Fed was created, and we've marked it with a vertical line there. 
Consumer prices now are about 30 times higher than they were when the Fed was created in 1913. 


SOURCE: Bloomberg 


Paper money, too, is the responsibility of the Federal Reserve. Hence the dollars in circulation are not Treasury 
notes, not bills of credit, but Federal Reserve Notes, debt-based notes backed up ultimately by the government's 
own promise to pay, its “sovereign bonds” secured by the taxpayers themselves. At one time, the Federal 
Reserve Banks were legally required to keep large stockpiles of gold in reserve to back up these notes, but that 
requirement was abandoned and today the notes are backed up mostly by government securities. The Fed no_ 
longer keeps any actual gold on its books, but gold “certificates” issued by the treasury and valued not at the spot 
price of $1,300 per troy ounce, but an arbitrarily fixed “statutory price” of $42 2/9 per ounce. 


Ron Paul: But I do have one question: During the crisis or at any time that you're aware of, has the 
Federal Reserve or the Treasury participated in any gold swap arrangements? 
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Scott Alvarez: The Federal Reserve does not own any gold at all. We have not owned gold since 
1934 so we have not engaged in any gold swaps. 


Ron Paul: But it appears on your balance sheet that you hold gold. 


Scott Alvarez: What appears on our balance sheet is gold certificates. When we turned in...before 
1934, we did...the Federal Reserve did own gold. We turned that over by law to the Treasury and 
received in return for that gold certificates. 


Ron Paul: If the Treasury entered into...because under the Exchange Stabilization Fund I would 
assume they probably have the legal authority to do it...they wouldn't be able to do it then because 
you have the securities for essentially all the gold? 


Scott Alvarez: No, we have no interest in the gold that is owned by the Treasury. We have simply an 
accounting document that is called "gold certificates" that represents the value at a statutory rate that 
we gave to the Treasury in 1934. 


Ron Paul: And still measured at $42 an ounce which makes no sense whatsoever. 


SOURCE: House Financial Services Subcommittee Hearings 


Clearly, there is a discrepancy between what we are led to believe is motivating the Fed and what it actually 
does. To understand what the Fed is actually intended to do, it's first important to understand that the Federal 
Reserve is not a bank, per se, but a system. This system codifies, institutionalizes, oversees, and undergirds a 
form of banking called fractional reserve banking, in which banks are allowed to lend out more money than they 
actually have in their vaults. 


G. Edward Griffin: The process of decay and corruption starts with something called "fractional 
reserve banking." That's the technical name for it. And what that really means is that as the banking 
institution developed over several centuries, starting of course in Europe, it developed a practice of 
legalizing a certain dishonest accounting procedure. 


In other words, in the very, very beginning (if you want to go all the way back), people would bring 
their gold or silver to the banks for safekeeping. And they said, “Give us a paper receipt, we don't 
want to guard our silver and our gold, because people could come in in the middle of the night and 
they could kill us or threaten us and they'll get our gold and silver, so we can 't really guard it, so 
we'll take it to the bank and have them guard it and we just want a paper receipt. And we'll take our 
receipt back and get our gold anytime we want." So in the beginning money was receipt money. 
Then, instead of changing or exchanging the gold coins, they could exchange the receipts, and people 
would accept the receipts just as well as the gold, knowing that they could get gold. And so these 
paper receipts being circulated were in essence the very first examples of paper money. 


Well, the banks learned early on in that game that here they were sitting on this pile of gold and all 
these paper receipts out there. People weren't bringing in the receipts anymore, very few of them, 
maybe five percent, maybe seven percent of the people would bring in their paper receipts and ask 
for the gold. So they said, "Ah ha! Why don't we just sort of give more receipts out then we have 
gold? They'll never know because they only ask for, at the best, seven percent of it. So we can create 
more receipts for gold then we have. And we can collect interest on that because we'll loan that into 
the economy. We'll charge interest on this money that we don't really have. And it's a pretty good 
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gimmick, don't ya think?" And they go, “Well, yeah, of course.” And so that's how fractional reserve 
banking started. 


And now it's institutionalized and they teach it in school. No one ever questions the integrity of it or 
the ethics of it. They say, “Well, that's the way banking works, and isn't it wonderful that we now 
have this flexible currency and we have prosperity" and all these sorts of things. So it all starts with 
this concept of fractional reserve banking. 


The trouble with that is that it works most of the time. But every once and a while there are a few 
ripples that come along that are a little bit bigger than the other ripples. Maybe one of them is a 
wave. And more than seven percent will come in and ask for their gold. Maybe twenty percent or 
thirty percent. And well, now the banks are embarrassed because the fraud is exposed. They say, 
“Well, we don't have your gold” “What do you mean you don't have my gold!! I gave it to you and 
put it on deposit and you said you'd safeguard it.” "Well, we don't have it, we loaned it out." So then 
the word gets out and everyone and their uncle comes out and lines up for their gold. And of course 
they don't have it, the banks are closed, and they have bank holidays. Banks are embarrassed, people 
lose their savings. You have these terrible banking crashes that were ricocheting all over the world 
prior to this time. And that is what caused the concern of the American people. They didn't want that 
anymore. They wanted to put a stop to that. 


And that was the whole purpose, supposedly, of the Federal Reserve System. Was to put a stop to 
that. But since the people who designed the plan to put a stop to it were the very ones who were 
doing it in the first place, you cannot be surprised that their solution was not a very good one so far 
as the American people were concerned. Their solution was to expand it. Not to control it, to expand 
it. See, prior to that time, this little game of fractional reserve banking was localized at the state level. 
Each state was doing its own little fractional reserve banking system. Each state, in essence, had its 
own Federal Reserve. Central banks were authorized by state law to do this sort of thing. And that 
was causing all this problem. So the Federal Reserve came along and said, “No no, we're not going 
to do this at the state level anymore, because look at all the problem it's causing. We're going to 
consolidate it all together and we're going to do it at the national level." 


SOURCE: Interview with G. Edward Griffin 


The key to the system, of course, is who controls this incredible power to “regulate” the economy by setting 
reserve requirements and targeting interest rates. The answer to this question, too, has been deliberately 
obscured. 


The Federal Reserve System is a deliberately confusing mishmash of public and private interests, reserve banks, 
boards and committees, centralized in Washington and spread out across the United States. 


Andrew Gavin Marshall: So you have the Federal Reserve Board in Washington appointed by the 
President. That’s the only part of this system that is directly dependent on the government for input 
that’s the "federal" part: that the government—the [US] President, specifically—gets to choose a few 
select governors. The twelve regional banks—the most influential of which is the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York, which is essentially based in Wall Street to represent Wall Street—is a 
representative of the major Wall Street banks who own shares in the private, not federal, but private 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York. All of the other regional banks are also private banks. They 
vary according to how much influence they wield but the Kansas City Fed is influential, the St. Louis 
Fed, the Dallas Fed, but the New York Fed is really the center of this system and precisely because it 
represents the Wall Street banks who appoint the leadership of the New York Fed. 
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So the New York Fed has a lot of public power, but no public accountability or oversight. It does not 
answer to Congress the way that the chairman of the Federal Reserve Board of Governors does and 
even the chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, who is appointed by the President, does not answer 
to the President, does not answer to Congress. He goes to Congress to testify, but the policy that they 
set is independent. So they have no input from the government. The government can’t tell them what 
to do, legally speaking, and of course they don’t. 


Rep. John Duncan: Do you think it would cause problems for the Fed or for the 
economy if that legislation was to pass? 


Ben Bernanke: My concern about the legislation is that if the GAO is auditing not only 
the operational aspects of our programs and the details of the programs, but is making 
judgments about our policy decisions, that would effectively be a takeover of monetary 
policy by the Congress, a repudiation of the independence of the Federal Reserve, which 
would be highly destructive to the stability of the financial system, the dollar, and our 
national economic situation. 


SOURCE: Bernanke Threatens Congress 


The Federal Open Market Committee is responsible for setting interest rates. Now this committee, 
which is enormously powerful, has as its membership the Governor and Vice Chair of the Federal 
Reserve Board, but on the Federal Open Market Committee most of the membership is the presidents 
of the regional Federal Reserve Banks representing private interests. So they have significant input in 
setting the interest rates. Interest rates are not set by a public body, they're set by private financial 
and corporate interests. And that's whose interests they serve, of course. 


The reason that the Federal Reserve goes to such great lengths to make its organizational structure as confusing 
as possible is to cover up the massive conflicts of interest that are at the heart of that system. The fact is that the 
Federal Reserve System is comprised of a Board of Governors, 12 regional banks, and an Open Market 
Committee. The privately-owned member banks of each Federal Reserve Bank vote on the majority of the 
Reserve Bank's directors, and the directors vote on members to serve on the Federal Open Market Committee, 
which determines monetary policy. What's more, Wall Street is given a prime seat at the table, with tradition 
holding that the president of the powerful New York Federal Reserve Bank be given the vice chairmanship of 
the FOMC and be made a permanent committee member. In effect, the private banks are the key determinants in 
the composition of the FOMC, which regulates the entire economy. 


According to the Fed, "its monetary policy decisions do not have to be approved by the President or anyone else 
in the executive or legislative branches of government, it does not receive funding appropriated by the Congress, 
and the terms of the members of the Board of Governors span multiple presidential and congressional terms." 


Or, in the words of Alan Greenspan: “The Federal Reserve is an independent agency, and that means there is no 
other agency of government that can overrule actions that we take." 


The Fed goes on in its self-mythologization to state that it is "not a private, profit-making institution." This 
characterization is dishonest at best and an outright lie at worst. 


The regional banks are themselves private corporations, as noted in a 1928 Supreme Court ruling: 
"Instrumentalities like the national banks or the federal reserve banks, in which there are private interests, are not 
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departments of the government. They are private corporations in which the government has an interest." This 
point is even admitted by the Federal Reserve's own senior counsel. 


Yvonne Mizusawa: Our regulations do specify overall terms for the lending, but the day to day 
operation of the banking activities are conducted by the Federal Reserve Banks. They are banks, and 
indeed they do lend... 


Peter W. Hall: So they're their own agency, then, essentially, in that regard. 


Yvonne Mizusawa: They are not agencies, your honor, they are "persons" under FOIA. Each 
Federal Reserve Bank, the stock is owned by the member banks in the district, 100% privately held, 
they are private boards of directors. The majority of those boards are appointed by the independent 
banks, private banks in the district. They are not agencies. 


SOURCE: Freedom of Information Cases 


These private corporations issue shares that are held by the member banks that make up the system, making the 
banks the ultimate owners of the Federal Reserve Banks. Although the Fed's profits are returned to the Treasury 
each year, the member banks' shares of the Fed do earn them a 6% dividend. According to the Fed, the fixed 
nature of these returns mean that they are not being held for profit. 


Despite the dishonest nature of this description, however, it is important to understand that the bankers who own 
the Federal Reserve indeed do not make their money from the Fed directly. Instead, the benefits are much less 
obvious, and much more insidious. The simplest way that this can be understood is that, as a century of history 
and the specific example of the last financial crisis shows, the Fed was used as a vehicle to bail out the very 
bankers who own the Fed banks in the most obvious example of fascistic collusion imaginable. 


Michel Chossudovsky: A handful of financial institutions have enriched themselves as a result of 
institutional speculation on a large scale, as well as manipulation of the market. And secondly what 
they have done is that they have then gone to their governments and said, "Well, we are now ina 
very difficult situation and you need to lend us...you need to give us money so that we can retain the 
stability of the financial system." 


And who actually lends the money, or brokers the public debt? The same financial institutions that 
are the recipients of the bailout. And so what you have is a circular process. It's a diabolical process. 
You're lending money...no, you're not lending money, you're handing money to the large financial 
institutions, and then this is leading up to mounting public debt in the trillions. And then you say to 
the financial institutions, "We need to establish a new set of Treasury bills and government bonds, 
etc.," which of course are sold to the public, but they are always brokered through the financial 
institutions, which establish their viability, and so on and so forth. And the financial institutions will 
probably buy part of this public debt so that in effect what the government is doing is financing its 
own indebtedness through the bailouts. It hands money to the banks, but to hand money to the banks, 
it becomes indebted to those same financial institutions, and then it says, "We now have to emit large 
amounts of public debt. Please can you help us?" And then the banks will say: "Well, your books are 
not quite in order." And then the government will say: "Obviously they're not in order because we've 
just handed you 1.4 trillion dollars of bailout money and we're now in a very difficult situation. So 
we need to borrow money from the people who are in fact the recipients of the bailout." 


So this is really what we're dealing with. We're dealing with a circular process. 
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SOURCE: The Banker Bailouts 


The 2008 crisis and subsequent bailouts are merely the latest and most brazen examples of the fundamental 
conflicts of interest at the heart of America's privately-owned central banking system. 


Beginning with the collapse of Lehman Brothers in September of that year, the Federal Reserve embarked on an 
unprecedented program of bailouts and special zero-interest lending facilities for the very banks that had caused 
the subprime meltdown in the first place. By the cartelization of the Federal Reserve structure, and thus not by 
accident, it was the very bank presidents who had overseen their banks' lending practices that ended up in the 
director positions of the Federal Reserve Banks that voted on where to direct the trillions of dollars in bailout 
money. And unsurprisingly, they directed it toward their own banks. 


A stunning 2011 Government Accountability Office report examined $16 trillion of bailout facilities extended by 
the Fed in the wake of the crisis and exposed numerous examples of blatant conflicts of interest. Jeffrey Immelt, 
chief executive of General Electric served as a director on the board of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York at 
the same time the Fed provided $16 billion in financing to General Electric. JP Morgan Chase Chief Executive 
Jamie Dimon, meanwhile, was also a member of the board of the New York Fed during the period that saw $391 
billion in Fed emergency lending directed to his own bank. In all, Federal Reserve Board members were tied to 
$4 trillion in loans to their own banks. These funds were not simply used to keep these banks afloat, but actually 
to return these Fed-connected banks to a period of record profits in the same period that the average worker saw 
their real wages actually decrease and the economy on Main Street slow to a standstill. 


Then Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke was confronted about these conflicts of interest by Senator Bernie Sanders 
upon the release of the GAO report in June 2012. 


Ben Bernanke: Senator, you raised an important point, which is that this is not something the 
Federal Reserve created. This is in the statute. Congress in the Federal Reserve Act said, "This is the 
governance of the Federal Reserve." And more specifically that bankers would be on the board... 


Bernie Sanders: 6 out of 9. 
Ben Bernanke: Sorry? 
Bernie Sanders: 6 out of 9 in the regional banks are from the banking industry. 


Ben Bernanke: That's correct. And that is in the law. I'll answer your question, though. The answer 
to your question is that Congress set this up, I think we've made it into something useful and 
valuable. We do get information from it. But if Congress wants to change it, of course we will work 
with you to find alternatives. 


SOURCE: Conflicts at the Fed 


Bernanke is completely right. These conflicts are in fact a part of the institution itself. A structural feature of the 
Federal Reserve that was baked into the Federal Reserve Act itself over 100 years ago by the bankers who 
conspired to cartelize the nation's money supply. You could not ask for a more succinct reason why the Federal 
Reserve itself, this admitted cartel of banking interests, needs to be abolished...but you could get one. 


Part Three: End the Fed 
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“They who control the credit of a nation, direct the policy of Governments and hold in the hollow of their hands 
the destiny of the people.” — Reginald McKenna 


We now know that for centuries the people of the United States have been at war with the international banking 
oligarchs. That war was lost, seemingly for good, in 1913, with the creation of the Federal Reserve. With the 
passage of the Federal Reserve Act, President Woodrow Wilson consigned the American population to a century 
in which the money supply itself has depended on the whims of the banking cabal. A century of booms and 
busts, bubbles and depressions, has led to a wholesale redistribution of wealth toward those at the very top of the 
system. At the bottom, the masses toil in relative poverty, single-income households becoming double-income 
households out of necessity, their quality of life being slowly eroded as the Federal Reserve Notes that pass for 
dollars are themselves devalued. 


Worse yet, the fraud itself perpetuates Alexander Hamilton's persistent myth that a national debt is necessary at 
all. The US is now locked into a system whereby the government issues bonds to generate the funds for their 
operations, bonds that are backed up by the taxation of the public's own labor. 


The perpetrators of this fraud, meanwhile, remain in the shadows, largely ignored by a general public that could 
instantly recognise the latest Hollywood heartthrob or pop idol, but have no clue what the head of Goldman 
Sachs or the New York Fed does, let alone who they are. This cabal bear allegiance to no nationality, no 
philosophy or creed, no code of ethics. They are not even motivated by greed, but power. The power that the 
control of the money supply inevitably brings with it. 


G. Edward Griffin: After a person has all the money in the world that you could possibly use to buy 
anything you want, what's left to capture your imagination? And the answer, of course, is power. 
Power over people. 


Now, money is power over people, but there's another power over people as well. And that is the 
political power, the social power. And I think this has now become the dominant driving force of 
these people. They've already got the money, they've got it locked down. Now they're striving for 
this "new world order"—their name for it. They want all of the world [made] into one political unit 
which they dominate, not only with money but with military and psychological means and education 
and media and propaganda. They want total control over every human on the planet. 


And, by golly, they're moving pretty rapidly in that direction. 


It did not take long for this lust for power to rear its head. In 1921, just seven years after the Fed began 
operations, the same J.P. Morgan-connected banking elite that founded the Federal Reserve incorporated an 
organization called the Council on Foreign Relations with the goal of taking over the foreign policy apparatus of 
the United States, including the State Department. In this quest, it was remarkably successful. Although there are 
only about 4,000 members in the organization today, its membership has included 21 Secretaries of Defense, 18 
Treasury Secretaries, 18 Secretaries of State, 16 CIA directors, and many other high-ranking government 
officials, military officers, business elite, and, of course, bankers. The first Director of the CFR was John W. 
Davis, J.P. Morgan's personal lawyer and a millionaire in his own right. 


Together with its sister organizations in Britain and elsewhere around the world, these groups would work 
together toward what they called a “New World Order” of total financial and political control directed by the 
bankers themselves. As Carroll Quigley, noted Georgetown historian and mentor of Bill Clinton, wrote in his 
1966 work, Tragedy and Hope: A History of The World In Our Time: 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 19 


“The powers of financial capitalism had [a] far-reaching aim, nothing less than to create a world system of 
financial control in private hands able to dominate the political system of each country and the economy of the 
world as a whole. This system was to be controlled in a feudalist fashion by the central banks of the world acting 
in concert, by secret agreements arrived at in frequent private meetings and conferences. The apex of the system 
was to be the Bank for International Settlements in Basel, Switzerland, a private bank owned and controlled by 
the world's central banks which were themselves private corporations.” 


This is why the bankers and their partners in government and business conspired to bring about the 2008 crisis. 
Not for the pursuit of money, but power. In the same way the bankers used the Panic of 1907 to consolidate their 
control over the money supply, they hope to use the 2008 crisis and subsequent panics, which they themselves 
have created, to consolidate their political control. 


The inevitable conclusion, one that flows necessarily from the true understanding of this situation, is that the 
Federal Reserve system needs to be consigned to the dustbin of history. After a century of enslavement, it is time 
for the American public to finally throw off the bankers' debt chains. 


Andrew Gavin Marshall: If there was ever a point in human history to start questioning 
alternatives, this would be it. And to think that where we are...and simply say, "Oh, well this is the 
best of our options," how many of the best options lead to self-destruction? Doesn't sound like a best 
option. 


I think that with a world of seven billion people, we can probably come up with something better 
than a system in which a few thousand people benefit so much at the expense of everything else on 
this world and at the expense of the potential for the future of mankind. They're leveraging our 
future, and so long as we accept this way of thinking, so long as we accept these institutions as 
having dominance, that's the direction we'll be going. 


So I think reform is a good way to try and stall and to push back directly against the expanding and 
evolving power structures, but radical change is what's really needed, and that has to be built from 
the bottom up. But I think that these two processes can and should go together in parallel. 


If you've made it this far, congratulations. You are now better informed on the economic history of the United 
States and the truth about the Federal Reserve than 99% of the population. If you do nothing else, then just 
working to get those around you educated on this information alone will have a profound effect. Once they learn 
of the scam, many are motivated to do something about it, and they, in turn, inform others. This is the viral 
nature of suppressed truth, and it is the reason that more people are aware of and energized by the issue of the 
Federal Reserve and the nature of money than ever before. 


Perhaps even more amazingly, this movement is spreading to other parts of the globe. Recognizing the 
interlocking nature of the modern global economy, and the international nature of the banking oligarchy, 
movements to abolish the Federal Reserve have sprung up in Europe, where protests against the cartelized 
central banking system are taking place in over 100 cities attracting 20,000 people on a weekly basis. 


Lars Maehrholz: | started this movement because I realized that the Federal Reserve Act, in my 
opinion, is one of the worst laws in the whole world. So a private banking company is lending 
America the money, and in my opinion is not democratic anymore. The Federal Reserve tells the 
government what to do, and that's the problem. 
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Luke Rudkowski: It's a very big problem, especially in the U.S. Why is it a global issue, and why 
are people doing it here in Germany? 


Lars Maehrholz: Because when you realize that this finance system, it's a global system, you have 
to go really to the beginning of the system. And in my opinion, it's also the World Bank and the 
International Monetary Fund and stuff like this, but at the beginning of all this is a law from 1913. 
Woodrow Wilson signed it, and this is the beginning of all this hardcore capitalism we are now 
suffering from. And the only way to stop this is maybe to break this law. 


SOURCE: Establishment is Afraid of End The Fed Movement in Germany 


But what if the burgeoning movement to End The Fed is successful? What system do people propose as the 
answer? There have been several proposals along different lines by various researchers. Some argue for a return 
to America's colonial roots of debt-free money issued by state-run banks, pointing to the Bank of North Dakota 
as one already functioning, successful model of this approach. 


Ellen Brown: We’ve had two banking systems ever since the 1860’s with the state bank system and 
the federal bank system, and the federal bank system are the big Wall Street banks particularly. They 
dominate the federal system. So, they’re taking over right now. In California we don’t even have any 
local banks where I am. We had two and I had accounts in both of them and now one of them is 
Chase Bank and the other is U.S. Bank. So they’re both big Wall Street banks now that have been 
taken over. 


So it’s the local banks that have an interest in serving the local business. The big banks have no 
interest in making loans to local businesses; it’s too risky, why should they bother? They’ve got this 
virtually free money they can get from the Fed and from each other and it’s much more lucrative to 
them either to speculate in commodities or other thing abroad, or what works very well for them is to 
buy long-term government bonds at 3% because these have no capital requirement. The capital 
requirements for government bonds are zero. So they can buy all of those that they want. Whereas if 
they make loans for mortgages or they make loans to businesses then they have to worry about the 
capital requirement and as soon as they’ve used up all their capital—in other words eight dollars in 
capital will get you a hundred dollars of loans—then they can’t make any more loans they have to 
wait for thirty years for the loans to get paid off. So what they do if they do buy mortgages is sell 
them off too investors and so that’s the whole mortgage-backed security scam that we’ve seen. They 
had no motivation to make sure that these borrowers were actually sound borrowers; they just 
wanted to make a sale. So they sold the stuff to the unwary investors who might be somebody in 
Iceland or Sweden or pension funds. So that didn’t work out so well. 


So a state bank partnering with the local banks can provide the capital. It can help them with capital. 
In North Dakota the state bank guarantees the loans of the local banks, allowing them to make much 
bigger loans than they could otherwise. The state bank provides liquidity to the small banks. That’s 
why the local banks aren’t making loans to small business right now, because they don’t know that 
they can get money from the other banks as needed. The way banking works is they make the loan 
first. I mean, if you have credit lines to many different businesses and if they all hit up their credit 
lines at once you are going to run out of money. So you don’t dare do that unless you know that you 
can get short-term loans from the other banks. And so what’s happening right now, even though 
there’s $1.6 trillion is excess reserves sitting on the books of the big banks, they’re not available to 
the little banks and the reason is because the Fed is paying 0.25% interest on those reserves. So the 
banks have no incentive to lend them to the little banks. Why let go of them when you can make just 
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as much keeping them and then you still have your reserves and you can use them as collateral to 
buy bonds or something that’Il make you more money? 


So the whole system is messed up and in North Dakota, the bank of North Dakota provides liquidity 
for these local banks. 


SOURCE: Ellen Brown: Finance Capital vs. Public Banking 


Others advocate a decentralized system of alternative and competing currencies that greatly reduce or even 
eliminate altogether the need for a central bank. 


Paul Glover: Well, 22 years ago in Ithaca, New York I noticed there were a lot of people, friends 
particularly, that had skills and time that were not being employed or respected by the prevailing 
economy. While we had much desire to create things and trade them with each other and many 
services we could provide to each other, we didn’t have the money. So since I have a background in 
graphic design, journalism and arrogance I went to my computer and designed paper money for 
Ithaca, New York. I designed pretty colourful money with pictures of children, waterfalls and trolley 
cars denominated in hours of labor. One-hour note, half-hour, quarter, eight-hour notes and two-hour 
notes. I then began to issue to each of those pioneer traders who had agreed to being listed in the 
directory a specific starter amount, and the game began. An hour has been worth basically $10 U.S. 
dollars which at that time 20 years ago was double the minimum wage. People who usually expect 
more than $10 per hour of their service can charge multiple hours per hour but the denomination puts 
between us as residents of our community, that reminds us that we are fellow citizens, not merely 
winners or losers scrambling for dollars. It introduces us to each other on the basis of these skills and 
services that we have, that we are more proud to provide for each other than often is the case with a 
conventional job. Just the stuff we have to do to get the money to pay the bills. 


So through that trading process, that more intimate scale process within the community, we’re more 
easily able to become friends and lovers and political allies. 


James Corbett: It’s an inspiring story and tell people about how much money has circulated through 
this community. I mean, it’s important for people to understand just how successful this has been. 


Paul Glover: Because we are not a computer system we don’t have a specific volume of trading 
recorded but by the grapevine, by phone surveys and over the years watching the money move we 
were able to guess very reliably that several million dollars equivalent of this money has transacted 
over those years. Making loans without charging interest up to $30,000 value, which is the 
fundamental monetary revolution in our system. Then as well, making grants of the money to over a 
hundred community organizations. 


SOURCE: Avoiding Economic Collapse: Complementary Currencies 


Some argue for currencies whose mathematical nature prevent them from being merely conjured into existence 
whenever a federal government wants to wage another war of aggression or forge another link in the seemingly 
endless train of governmental tyranny and abuse. 


Roger Ver: What people have to understand about bitcoin is that it’s a completely decentralized 
network. There’s no central server, there’s no controlling company, there’s no office, it’s just free 
software that anyone can download and start running on their computer anywhere in the world. And 
that the bitcoins themselves can be transferred to or from anyone, anywhere in the world and it’s 
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impossible for any bank or government or entity to block you from sending or receiving those 
bitcoins. There’s a limited supply of those bitcoins, there will never ever be any more than 21 million 
bitcoins. So, like everything the price is set based on supply and demand. Because the supply of 
bitcoins is limited and the demand is increasing as more and more people start to use them and more 
and more websites start to accept them, the price of bitcoins in terms of dollars is going to have to 
increase, even a lot more than the $500 per bitcoin that it is today. 


James Corbett: Are there any drawbacks at all to the idea of using a crypto-currency? 


Roger Ver: If you’re part of the current power elite that can just print money at will to spend on 
whatever you feel like, then, yeah, the world switching over to bitcoin is probably not going to 
benefit you. But if you're one of the normal people that aren’t working for the Federal Reserve or any 
central bank that’s printing money to pay to your friends and that sort of thing, then a bitcoin world 
is a wonderful thing for you. 


SOURCE: How to Defund the System: Bitcoin vs. the Central Banksters 


Sound money. Cryptocurrencies. State banks. LETS programs. Self-issued credit. These and many other 
solutions have all been proposed and many of them are in use in different localities today. Information on all of 
these ideas and how they are being applied in various parts of the world is widely available online today. The 
point is that the question of what money is and how it should be created is perhaps the single greatest question 
facing humanity as a whole, and yet it is one that has been almost completely eliminated from the national 
conversation...until recently. 


For the first time in living memory, people are once again rallying around the monetary issue, and American 
politics stands on the threshold of a transformation almost unimaginable just two decades ago. 


And so the rest of the story is now in our hands. Once we understand the scam that has taken place, the gradual 
consolidation of wealth and power in the hands of an elite few banking oligarchs and the growing 
impoverishment of the masses, all in the name of banking funny money created out of nothing and loaned to the 
public at interest, we can choose to get active or to do nothing at all. 


For those who choose to get active, there are some steps that you can take to help change the course of this 
system: 


1) Follow the links and resources from the transcript of this documentary at corbettreport.com/federalreserve to 
familiarize yourself with the history, the connections and the functions of the Federal Reserve system. If you 
can't explain this material to yourself then you will never be able to teach it to others. 


2) Begin reaching out to others to bring them up to speed on the issue. It can be as simple as broaching this 
conversation in the Monday morning water cooler talk or passing out a copy of this documentary or sending out 
links to this information to your email list. Insert this topic into your conversations. When people start talking 
about the national debt or the state of the economy or other political talking points, get them to question the roots 
of these issues, and why there is a national debt at all. 


3) When you are able to find or create a group of like-minded people in your area who are engaged with the 
issue, start a study group on the issue and its solutions. The study group can help source alternative or 
complementary currencies in the local area, or, if none exist already, the group can form the basis for a 
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community of local businesses and customers who are willing to start experimenting with ways to wean 
themselves off of the Federal Reserve notes. 


4) Use the resources at corbettreport.com, including the Federal Reserve information flyer, or hold DVD 
screenings, to attract interest in your group and draw others into studying the true nature of the monetary system. 


The work of building up an alternative to the current system can seem daunting, even at times overwhelming. 
But it's important to keep in mind that the Federal Reserve System that seems so monolithic today has only been 
around for one century. Central banks have been defeated in America before and they can be defeated again. 


The question of how we decide to change this system is not rhetorical; it will either be answered by an informed, 
engaged, active population working together to create viable alternatives and to dismantle the current system, or 
it will be answered by the same banking oligarchy that has been controlling the money supply, and indeed the 
lifeblood of the country, for generations. 


Now, one century after the creation of the Federal Reserve System, we have a choice to make: whether the next 
century, like the one before it, will be a century of enslavement or, transformed by the actions and choices that 
we make in the light of this knowledge, a century of empowerment. 
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TRANSCRIPT AND SOURCES 


Forget for one moment everything you've been told about September 11, 2001. Instead let's ask ourselves one 
question: What was 9/11? A terrorist atrocity? An attack on America? The first salvo in a new war? "A day that 
changed everything"? 


The question may seem simple, but how we answer it is of vital importance. It determines how we proceed with 
our investigation of that day. And once you strip away the emotional rhetoric and the fear-inducing imagery, 
we're left with a simple truth: 9/11 was a crime. And as with any crime, there is one overriding imperative that 
detectives must follow to identify the perpetrators: Follow the money. 


This is an investigation of the 9/11 money trail. 
The 9/11 Heist 


In 1998, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey agreed to privatize the World Trade Center, the 
complex of office towers in Lower Manhattan that they had owned and operated since their construction in 1973. 
In April 2001 an agreement was reached with a consortium of investors led by Silverstein Properties, and on July 
24th, 2001, Larry Silverstein, who already owned World Trade Center Building 7, signed a 99-year lease for the 
Twin Towers and Buildings 4 and 5. 


The lease was for $3.2 billion and was financed by a bridge loan from GMAC, the commercial mortgage arm of 
General Motors, as well as $111 million from Lloyd Goldman and Joseph Cayre, individual real estate investors. 
Silverstein Properties only put down $14 million of its own money. 


The deal was unusual in a variety of ways. Although the Port Authority carried only $1.5 billion of insurance 
coverage on the WTC complex, which earlier that year had been valued at $1.2 billion, Silverstein had insisted 
on doubling that amount, insuring the buildings for $3.55 billion. Silverstein's insurance broker struggled to put 
that much coverage in place and ultimately had to split it among 25 dealers. The negotiations were so involved 
that only temporary contracts were in place for the insurance at the time the lease was signed, and by September 
the contracts were still being finalized. 


Silverstein's group was also explicitly given the right to rebuild the structures if they were destroyed—and even 
to expand the amount of retail space on the site if rebuilding did take place. 


Within hours of the destruction of the Twin Towers on September 11th, Silverstein was on the phone to his 
lawyers, trying to determine if his insurance policies could "construe the attacks as two separate, insurable 
incidents rather than one." Silverstein spent years in the courts attempting to win $7.1 billion from his $3.55 
billion insurance policy and in 2007 walked away with $4.55 billion, the largest single insurance settlement ever. 
As soon as the deal was announced, Silverstein sued United and American Airlines for a further $3.5 billion for 
their "negligence" in the 9/11 attacks, a claim that was struck down by the courts but is still on appeal. 


Perhaps even more outrageously, in a secret deal in 2003, the Port Authority agreed to pay back 80% of their 
initial equity in the lease, but allowed the Silverstein group to maintain control of the site. The deal gave 
Silverstein, Goldman and Cayre $98 million of the $125 million they put down on the lease, and a further $130 
million in insurance proceeds that were earmarked for the site's rebuilding. 


In the end, Silverstein profited from the 9/11 attacks to the tune of $4.55 billion and counting. 
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But that's the 9/11 insurance heist you saw. There was a much deeper, more complex, and well-hidden heist that 
was taking place behind closed doors on September 11, 2001, deep in the heart of the World Trade Center itself. 


Marsh & McLennan is a diversified risk, insurance and professional services firm with over $13 billion in annual 
revenue and 57,000 employees. In September of 2001, 2,000 of those employees worked in Marsh's offices in 
the World Trade Center. Marsh occupied floors 93 to 100 of the North Tower, the exact area of the impact and 
explosion. 


In the year prior to 9/11, Marsh had contracted with SilverStream software to create an electronic connection 
between Marsh and its clients for the purpose of creating "paperless transactions." SilverStream had already 
built internet-based transactional and trading platforms for Merrill Lynch, Deutsche Bank, Banker’s Trust, Alex 
Brown, Morgan Stanley and other financial services firms that were later involved in 9/11, but this new project 
was unlike anything that had been attempted before. 


Richard Andrew Grove, the salesperson who handled the Marsh & McLennan project for SilverStream, explains. 


RICHARD GROVE: In 2000 SilverStream was contracted by Marsh to provide a technological solution 
beyond what we had done for any of the above-named companies; insofar as it would be used to electronically 
connect Marsh to its major business partners via internet portals, for the purpose of creating “paperless 
transactions” and expediting revenue and renewal cycles, and built from the ground up at the client’s site. 


SilverStream provided a specific type of connectivity that was used to link AIG and Marsh & McLennan—the 
first two commercial companies on the planet to employ this type of transaction—and in fact Marsh was 
presented with something called the ACORD Award in the summer of 2001 for being the first commercial 
corporation to do so.... And what you should take away from that is this: it means that no other companies were 
doing this type of transaction. So the question in your mind should be: What then were Marsh and AIG doing, 
and why did they need to leverage technologies that no other commercial entity on the face of the earth needed 
to conduct business? 


Once securing the contract, SilverStream then stationed approximately 30-to-40 developers at Marsh, and this 
team was led by two-to-three managers, with whom I liaised to ensure delivery of the “solution” that was 
promised. The development team regularly worked late into the night, if not all night, and sometimes worked 
seven days a week in order to adhere to Marsh’s indicated pre-September 11th deadline. 


(SOURCE: Project Constellation) 


But it was not long before severe irregularities in the billing of the account for this project led Richard Grove 
into the heart of a deeper mystery about the software, and about the work he was engaged in. 


RICHARD GROVE: | first noticed fiscal anomalies with respect to the Marsh.com project, when I was in a 
meeting on the 98th floor in October of 2000 with a gentleman named Gary Lasko. Gary was Marsh’s North 
American Chief Information Officer, and that particular afternoon a colleague and I helped him identify about 
$10,000,000 in suspicious purchase orders—after I recognized that certain vendors were deceiving Marsh, and 
specifically appeared to be selling Marsh large quantities of hardware that were not necessary, as this was later 
confirmed by Gary. 


I brought my concerns up to executives inside of SilverStream, and I was urged to keep quiet and mind my own 
business. I went to an executive at Marsh, and he advised me to do likewise.... But then I mentioned it to a few 
executives at Marsh whom I could trust—ike Gary Lasko...and Kathryn Lee, Ken Rice, Richard Breuhardt, John 
Ueltzhoeffer—people who became likewise concerned that something untoward was going on. 
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The concerned colleagues I just mentioned were murdered on September 11th, and the executives who expressed 
dismay at my concerns are alive and free today because of it. 


I feel that it’s no coincidence, as the Marsh executive who urged me to drop my line of inquiry made sure that 
his personnel, who I just mentioned, were in the office bright and early for a global conference call before the 
staff meeting upon which I was to intrude—a conference call which I was informed this executive in question 
conducted but attended from the safety of his Upper West Side apartment. 


(SOURCE: Project Constellation) 


The global conference call with Marsh's IT staff on the morning of 9/11, a meeting that included the staff who 
were investigating the suspicious billing on the SilverStream deal, was confirmed in a 2006 interview with 
Marsh's then-Chief Information Officer, Ellen Clarke. 


Richard Grove had been asked to attend the meeting but was stuck in traffic on the way to the Towers when the 
attack began. His friends at Marsh were not so lucky: 294 Marsh employees, including all of the participants in 
the conference call in the North Tower, died that morning. Meanwhile the Marsh executive who had scheduled 
the meeting, the same one who had asked Grove to drop the issue of the billing anomalies, was safe in his 
apartment, attending the meeting via telephone. 


So what was the Marsh.com project really about? Why was it so important for it to be finished before September 
11th, and what kind of transactions did it enable? More importantly, what information was lost when the data 
center on the 95th floor of the North Tower suffered a direct hit on 9/11 and the buildings were demolished? 


A partial answer comes from reports that emerged in late 2001: that a German firm, Convar, had been hired to 
reconstruct financial data from the hard disks recovered at Ground Zero. The firm talks about this work in its 
promotional videos. 


September the 11th, 2001. The whole world is in shock following the attacks on the World Trade Center. Convar 
has some solutions to offer. 


Data stored on countless hard drives retrieved from the collapsed towers was believed to have been lost, but 
Convar's specialists can render irreplaceable information readable again at Europe's only high-security data 
recovery center. Burnt, crushed or dirty storage media are ready to relinquish their secrets by the time we finish. 


(SOURCE: CONVAR - Repair & Service Center) 


More details on the work come from an IDG News Service story posted to CNN.com in December 2001. Under 
the headline "Computer disk drives from WTC could yield clues," the article notes: "An unexplained surge in 
transactions was recorded prior to the attacks, leading to speculation that someone might have profited from 
previous knowledge of the terrorist plot by moving sums of money. But because the facilities of many financial 
companies processing the transactions were housed in New York's World Trade Center, destroyed in the blasts, 
it has until now been impossible to verify that suspicion." 


A Reuters article from the same time, later posted to Convar's website, offers revealing glimpses into the 
investigation's early results. It quotes Peter Herschel, Convar's director at the time. 


"The suspicion is that inside information about the attack was used to send financial transaction commands and 
authorizations in the belief that amid all the chaos the criminals would have, at the very least, a good head start. 
Of course it is also possible that there were perfectly legitimate reasons for the unusual rise in business volume. 
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It could turn out that Americans went on an absolute shopping binge on that Tuesday morning. But at this point 
there are many transactions that cannot be accounted for. Not only the volume but the size of the transactions 
was far higher than usual for a day like that. There is a suspicion that these were possibly planned to take 
advantage of the chaos." 


It also quotes Richard Wagner, one of the companies data retrieval experts. "There is a suspicion that some 
people had advance knowledge of the approximate time of the plane crashes in order to move out amounts 
exceeding $100 million. They thought that the records of their transactions could not be traced after the 
mainframes were destroyed." 


Was the revolutionary electronic trading link between AIG and Marsh being used to funnel money through the 
World Trade Center at the time of the attack? Were the attack perpetrators hoping that the destruction of Marsh's 
data center, on the 95th floor at the dead center of the North Tower explosion, would conceal their economic 
crime? 


One piece of corroborating evidence for this idea comes from author and researcher Michael Ruppert, who 
reported in 2004 that immediately before the attacks began, computer systems in Deutsche Bank, one of 
SilverStream's other e-link clients, had been taken over from an external location that no one in the office could 
identify. 


MICHAEL RUPPERT: Within, I would guess -- I'd have to go back and look at the book, but it was no more 
than a week of the attacks -- I was being contacted by a lot of people, from inside official sources who were 
raising a lot of questions. This one particular person was extremely credible. They absolutely convinced me they 
had been an employee of Deutsche Bank in the Twin Towers, and they told me very clearly that in the moments 
right before the attacks and during the attack -- there was a 40-minute window between the time the first plane 
struck the World Trade Center and the second plane -- that Deutsche Bank's computers in New York City had 
been "taken over." Absolutely co-opted and run. There was a massive data purge, a massive data download, and 
all kinds of stuff was moving. 


And what this person said very clearly was that no one in the Deutsche Bank offices in the towers at the time had 
the ability to prevent what was going on from any of their terminals. 


(SOURCE: Terror Trading 9/11) 
Sadly, no answer to the questions raised by these accounts is forthcoming from Convar. After the initial 
reporting on the investigation, which noted that the company was working with the FBI to recover and analyze 


the data, Convar now refuses to talk about the information they discovered. 


DUTCH REPORTER: Is it true that large amounts of money were transferred illegally out of the World Trade 
Center on the morning of 9/11, just before the attacks? 


CONVAR SPOKESMAN: If you would look on the website, I would say "Yes." 
DUTCH REPORTER: Uh huh. 
CONVAR SPOKESMAN: Because that was the information from a previous release. 


DUTCH REPORTER: Uh huh. 
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CONVAR SPOKESMAN: If you were to ask me today I would need to tell you I could not give you any 
additional information about that. I'm really sorry about... 


DUTCH REPORTER: What if I were to ask you one year ago? What would you have... 


CONVAR SPOKESMAN: I would have said that what we have there is what we said before. Yes, exactly. 


(SOURCE: Dutch TV show Zembla investigates 9/11 theories) 


At the time of 9/11, Marsh's chief of risk management was Paul Bremer, the former managing director of 
Kissinger and Associates who went on to oversee the US occupation of Iraq. On the morning of 9/11 he was not 
in his office at Marsh & MacLennan, but at NBC's TV studio, where he was delivering the official story of the 
attack. 


NBC4 ANCHOR #1: Can you talk to us a little bit about...about...who could...I mean, there are a limited 
number of groups who could be responsible for something of this magnitude, correct? 


PAUL BREMER: Yes, this is a very well-planned, very well-coordinated attack, which suggests it is very well- 
organized centrally, and there are only three or four candidates in the world really who could have conducted 
this attack. 


NBC4 ANCHOR #2: Bin Laden comes to mind right away, Mr. Bremer. 


PAUL BREMER: Indeed, he certainly does. Bin Laden was involved in the first attack on the World Trade 
Center which had as its intention doing exactly what happened here, which was to collapse both towers. He 
certainly has to be a prime suspect. But there are others in the Middle East, and there are at least two states, Iran 
and Iraq, which should at least remain on the list of potential suspects. 


NBC4 ANCHOR #2: I don't recall anything like this. Pearl Harbor happened a month before I was born and I 
hear my parents talk about that as a seminal event in their lives all the time. I'm not aware of anything like this in 
the United States before. Americans are now -- I think it's fair to say -- really scared. Should we be? 


NBC4 ANCHOR #1: This is a day that will change our lives, isn't it? 
PAUL BREMER: It is a day that will change our lives, and it's a day when the war that the terrorists declared 
on the United States -- and after all, they did declare a war on us -- has been brought home to the United States 


in a much more dramatic way than we've seen before, so it will change our lives. 


(SOURCE: Paul Bremer interview, NBC) 


9/11 Insider Trading 


On September 12, 2001, before the dust had even settled on Ground Zero, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission opened an investigation into a chilling proposition: that an unknown group of traders with advance 
knowledge of the 9/11 plot had made millions betting against the companies involved in the attacks. 


ANTONIO MORA: "What many Wall Street analysts believe is that the terrorists made bets that a number of 
stocks would see their prices fall. They did so by buying what they call 'puts.' If you bet right the rewards can be 
huge. The risks are also huge unless you know something bad is going to happen to the company you're betting 
against. 
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DYLAN RATIGAN: This could very well be insider trading at the worst, most horrific, most evil use you've 
ever seen in your entire life. 


ANTONIO MORA: One example, United Airlines. The Thursday before the attack more than two thousand 
contracts betting that the stock would go down were purchased. Ninety times more in one day than in three 
weeks. When the markets reopened, United's stock dropped, the price of the contracts soared, and someone may 
have made a lot of money, fast. 


DYLAN RATIGAN: $180,000 turns into $2.4 million when that plane hits the World Trade Center. 
ANTONIO MORA: It's almost the same story with American Airlines. 


DYLAN RATIGAN: That's a fivefold increase in the value of what was a $337,000 trade on Monday 
(September 10, 2001). 


ANTONIO MORA: All of a sudden becomes what? 
DYLAN RATIGAN: $1.8 million. 


ANTONIO MORA: And there's much more, including an extraordinarily high number of bets against Morgan 
Stanley and Marsh & McLennan, two of the World Trade Center's biggest tenants. Could this be a coincidence? 


DYLAN RATIGAN: This would be one of the most extraordinary coincidences in the history of mankind if it 
was a coincidence." 


(SOURCE: 9/11 Wall Street Blames Put Option Inside Trading On Terrorists) 


Although the put options on American and United Airlines are usually cited in reference to the 9/11 insider 
trading, these trades only represent a fraction of the suspicious trades leading up to the attack. Between August 
20th and September 10th, abnormally large spikes in put option activity appeared in trades involving dozens of 
different companies whose stocks plunged after the attack, including Boeing, Merrill Lynch, J.P. Morgan, 
Citigroup, Bank of America, Morgan Stanley, Munich Re and the AXA Group. 


Traders weren’t just betting against the companies whose stocks dove after 9/11, however. There was also a 
sixfold increase in call options on the stock of defense contractor Raytheon on the day before 9/11. The options 
allowed the traders to buy Raytheon stock at $25. Within a week of the attack, as the American military began 
deploying the Raytheon-supplied Tomahawk missiles they would eventually use in the invasion of Afghanistan, 
the company’s share price had shot up 37% to over $34. 


The SEC weren't the only ones interested in this particular 9/11 money trail, either. Investigations into potential 
insider trading before the attacks were opened by authorities around the globe, from Belgium to France to 
Germany to Switzerland to Japan. It wasn't long before this global financial manhunt started yielding clues on 
the trail of the terror traders. 


On September 17th, Italian Foreign Minister Antonio Martino, addressing Italian Consob's own investigation 
into potential 9/11 trading, said: "I think that there are terrorist states and organizations behind speculation on the 
international markets." 
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By September 24th, the Belgian Finance Minister, Didier Reynders, was confident enough to publicly announce 
Belgium's "strong suspicions that British markets may have been used for transactions." 


The president of Germany's central bank, Ernst Welteke, was the most adamant: "What we found makes us sure 
that people connected to the terrorists must have been trying to profit from this tragedy." 


These foreign leaders were not alone in their conviction that insider trading had taken place. University of 
Chicago finance professor George Constantinides, Columbia University law professor John Coffee, Duke 
University law professor James Cox and other academics as well as well-known options traders like Jon Najarian 
all expressed their belief that investors had traded on advance knowledge of the attacks. 


The scale of the SEC investigation was unprecedented, examining over 9.5 million securities transactions, 
including stocks and options in 103 different companies trading in seven markets, 32 exchange-traded funds, and 
stock indices. The probe drew on the assistance of the legal and compliance staff of the 20 largest trading firms 
and the regulatory authorities in ten foreign governments. The Commission coordinated its investigation with the 
FBI, the Department of Justice, and the Department of the Treasury. 


The result of this investigation? 


"We have not developed any evidence suggesting that those who had advance knowledge of the September 11 
attacks traded on the basis of that information." 


Although this sounds like the investigation did not find evidence of insider trading, a second look reveals the 
trick; they are not saying that there was no insider trading, only that there is no evidence that "those who had 
advance knowledge of the September 11 attacks" participated in such trading. But this begs the question: Who 
had that advance knowledge, and how did the SEC determine this? 


The 9/11 Commission Report begs the question even more blatantly in their treatment of the anomalous put 
option activity on United Airlines stock on September 6: 95% of the puts were placed by "a single U.S.-based 
institutional investor with no conceivable ties to al Qaeda." Again, it is taken as a foregone conclusion that a lack 
of ties to "al Qaeda" means there could not have been advance knowledge of the attack, even if the evidence 
shows insider trading took place. 


To be sure, insider trading almost certainly did take place in the weeks before 9/11. Although some have used 
the Commission report to conclude that the story was debunked, the intervening years have seen the release of 
not one, not two, but three separate scientific papers concluding with high probability that the anomalous trading 
was the result of advance knowledge. 


In "Unusual Option Market Activity and the Terrorist Attacks of September 11, 2001," University of Chicago 
professor Allen Poteshman concluded: "Examination of the option trading leading up to September 11 reveals 
that there was an unusually high level of put buying. This finding is consistent with informed investors having 
traded options in advance of the attacks." 


In "Detecting Abnormal Trading Activities in Option Markets," researchers at the University of Zurich used 
econometric methods to confirm unusual put option activity on the stocks of key airlines, banks and reinsurers in 
the weeks prior to 9/11. 


And in "Was There Abnormal Trading in the S&P 500 Index Options Prior to the September 11 Attacks?" a 
team of researchers concluded that abnormal activity in the S&P index options market around the time of the 


attack "is consistent with insiders anticipating the 9-11 attacks." 
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The only question, then, is who was profiting from these trades and why was no one ever indicted for their 
participation in them? 


One lead is pursued by researcher and author Kevin Ryan. In "Evidence for Informed Trading on the Attacks of 
September 11," he examines an FBI briefing document from 2003 that was declassified in 2009. It describes the 
results of FBI investigations into two of the pre-9/11 trades that the Bureau had identified as suspicious, 
including the purchase of 56,000 shares of Stratesec in the days prior to 9/11. Stratesec provided security 
systems to airports (including, ironically, Dulles Airport, as well as the World Trade Center and United Airlines) 
and saw its share price almost double when the markets re-opened on September 17th, 2001. 


The trades traced back to a couple whose names are redacted from the memo, but are easily identifiable from the 
unredacted information: Mr. and Mrs. Wirt D. Walker III, a distant relative of the Bush family and business 
partner of Marvin Bush, the President's brother. The document notes that the pair were never even interviewed as 
part of the investigation because it had "revealed no ties to terrorism or other negative information." 


In addition to begging the question, this characterization is provably false. As Ryan noted in a conversation with 
financial journalist Lars Schall: 


KEVIN RYAN: "Wirt Dexter Walker at Stratesec hired several people from a company called The Carlyle 
Group, and The Carlyle Group had Bin-Laden family members as investors. Also Wirt Walker's fellow 
(inaudible) director James Abrahamson was a close business associate of a man named Mansoor Ijaz, a Pakistani 
businessman and Mansoor Ijaz claimed to be able to contact Osama Bin-Laden on multiple occasions. 


So there does seem to be some circumstantial evidence indicated that these people were connected to Al-Qaeda, 
at least to the point where we should investigate. 


LARS SCHALL: And isn't it also true that some members of the Bin-Laden family were actually in 
Washington at the gathering of The Carlyle Group on 9/11? 


KEVIN RYAN: That's true. The Carlyle Group had a meeting at the Ritz-Carlton Hotel in Washington on 
September 11th and present there were former President George H. W. Bush, James Baker and the brother of 
Osama Bin-Laden. I believe his name was Salem, I can't recall his exact name. But they were there, investors 
from the Bin-Laden family meeting with Carlyle Group representatives in Washington on September 1 1th." 


(SOURCE: Terror Trading 9/11) 


Was this why the FBI thought better of questioning him over his highly profitable purchase of Stratesec shares 
right before 9/11? 


The CIA figures prominently in another line of investigation. One suspicious United Airlines put option 
purchase that was investigated by the FBI involved a 2,500-contract order for puts in the days before 9/11. 
Instead of processing the purchase through United Airlines' home exchange, the Chicago Board of Options 
Exchange, the order was split into five 500-contract chunks and run through five different options exhchanges 
simultaneously. The unusual order was brokered by Deutsch Bank Alex. Brown, a firm that until 1998 was 
chaired by A.B. "Buzzy" Krongard, a former consultant to CIA director James Woolsey who at the time of 9/11 
was himself the Executive Director of the CIA. 


MICHAEL C. RUPPERT: So right after the attacks of 9/11 the name Buzzy Krongard surfaced, it was instant 
research that revealed that Buzzy Krongard had been allegedly recruited by CIA Director George Tennant to 
become the Executive Director at (the) CIA, which is the number three position, right before the attacks. 
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And Alex Brown was one of the many subsidiaries of Deutsche Bank, (which was) one of the primary vehicles 
or instruments that handled all of these criminal trades by people who obviously knew that the attacks were 
going to take place where, how and involving specific airlines. 


(SOURCE: Terror Trading 9/11) 


Perhaps the most frank admission of insider trading is notable for three things: It was recorded on video, it has 
never been investigated by any agency or law enforcement official, and it was made by former CIA agent and 
frequent foreign policy commentator Robert Baer, the real-life inspiration for the character portrayed by George 
Clooney in "Syriana." Talking to citizen journalists after a speaking event in Los Angeles in 2008, Baer was 
recorded on video making a startling assertion about 9/11 insider trading: 


JEREMY ROTHE-KUSHEL: ...the last thing I want to leave you with is the National Reconnaissance Office 
was running a drill of a plane crashing into their building and you know they're staffed by DoD and CIA... 


ROBERT BAER: I know the guy that went into his broker in San Diego and said "Cash me out, it's going down 
tomorrow." 


JEREMY ROTHE KUSHEL: Really? 
ROBERT BAER: Yeah. 

STEWART HOWE: That tells us something. 
ROBERT BAER: What? 

STEWART HOWE: That tells us something. 


ROBERT BAER: Well, his brother worked at the White House. 


(SOURCE: WeAreChangeLA debriefs CIA Case Officer Robert Baer about apparent Mossad and White House 
9/11 foreknowledge) 


This truly remarkable statement bears further scrutiny. If Baer is to be believed, a former CIA agent has first- 
hand knowledge that a White House insider had foreknowledge of the attacks, and to this day not only has Baer 
never revealed the identity of this person, but no one has questioned him about his statement or even attempted 
to pursue this lead. 


So how is it possible that the SEC overlooked, ignored, or simply chose not to pursue such leads in their 
investigation? The only possible answer, of course, is that the investigation was deliberately steered away from 
such persons of interest and any connections that would lead back to foreknowledge by government agencies, 
federal agents, or their associates in the business world. 


Unfortunately, we will likely never see documentary evidence of that from the Commission itself. One 
researcher requesting access under the Freedom of Information Act to the documentary evidence that the 9/11 
Commission used to conclude there had been no insider trading received a response that stated "that the 
potentially responsive records have been destroyed." 
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Instead, we are left with sources that refuse to be identified, saying that CBOE records of pre-9/11 options 
trading have been destroyed and [with] second-hand accounts of traders who had heard talk of an event in 
advance of 9/11. 


In a round-about way, perhaps the 9/11 Commission reveals more than it lets on when it tries to dismiss key 
insider trades with the pithy observation that the traders had no conceivable ties to Al Qaeda. If those with 
foreknowledge of the attacks weren't connected to Al Qaeda, what does that say about the identity of the real 
9/11 perpetrators? 


ANTONIO MORA: ABC News has now learned that the Chicago Board of Options Exchange launched their 
investigation into the unusual trading last week. That may have given them enough time to stop anyone from 


profiting from death here in the U.S. It may also give investigators, Peter, a "hot trail" that might lead them to the 
terrorists. 


PETER JENNINGS: Thanks very much. As a reminder of the complications here, the Secretary of the Treasury 
said here today of this investigation, "You've got to go through ten veils before you can get to the real source." 


ANTONIO MORA: Yeah. 
PETER JENNINGS: Thanks, Antonio. 


(SOURCE: 9/11 Wall Street Blames Put Option Inside Trading On Terrorists) 


PTech and Vulgar Betrayal 


PTech was a Quincy, Mass.-based company specializing in "enterprise architecture software," a type of powerful 
computer modeling program that allows large-scale organizations to map their systems and employees and to 
monitor them in real time. The person running this software has a "God's-eye" view of processes, personnel and 
transactions, and even the ability to use this data to foresee problems before they happen and to intervene to stop 
them from happening. 


As a senior consultant working on risk management for JPMorgan at the time of 9/11, Indira Singh was looking 
for exactly this type of software to implement the bank's next-generation risk blueprint. In her search for the 
ultimate risk management software, PTech's name was floated as the best candidate for the task. 


INDIRA SINGH: [| had a good life. I did "risk" at JP Morgan Chase, just to take a break from all the heavy 
stuff. What I'd do was to devise a way to monitor everything going on in a very large company to stop big 
problems from happening. There is that little cloud there and my very bizarre picture of how I think about this 
problem. I am a person who was merging two disciplines: Risk Management and something called "Enterprise 
Architecture" which is fairly esoteric but at the end of the day, we seek to prevent large problems from 
happening anywhere in a large global enterprise. 


At JP Morgan I was working on the next generation "risk blueprint" which is all about how to prevent these 
things from happening. Bad business practice such as money laundering, rogue trading and massive computer 
failures, anything you could imagine (that) could go wrong. 


I had a lot of leeway consulting as a "Senior Risk Architect" to think out of the box and actually get my ideas 
implemented. I was funded out of a strategic fund, I reported to the directors and I was pretty happy. JP Morgan 
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thought very highly of me and they were thinking of funding, in conjunction with my project in D.C., the next- 
generation risk software. 


What I need to do (and) what I did was (find) a really smart piece of software. Really, really smart. It's job would 
be to think about all of the information and this is where you may connect a dot. The job of this software would 
be to think about all of the information that represented what was going on in the enterprise at any given time as 
bank business was being transacted world-wide. For example, it would (act) as a surveillance software that 
looked for trading patterns that indicated that someone was up too no good and then do something about it: send 
a message somewhere, send transaction information somewhere, perhaps shut their system down, perhaps shut 
another system down, perhaps start something else up elsewhere. This type of capability is very, very essential in 
today's world. 


However this kind of software is not found in Microsoft or not even in IBM. A small group of very esoteric 
software companies make this kind of enterprise software and it is very pricey. So you can't afford to pick wrong 
and I asked all my colleagues who were industry gurus; what would they recommend for this? 


My buddies recommended PTech. 


(SOURCE: 9/11 Omission Hearings - Indira Singh Reads Sibel Edmonds' Letter - 9/9/2004) 


Indeed, it's not difficult to see why PTech came so highly recommended. Given the nature of this sensitive risk- 
management work, only a company with experience delivering software to large-scale organizations with secrets 
to protect would fit the bill, and in this regard PTech did not disappoint. Their client roster included a veritable 
who's who of top-level corporate and governmental clients: the FBI, the IRS, NATO, the Air Force, the Naval 
Air Command, the Departments of Energy and Education, the Postal Service, the US House of Representatives, 
the Department of Defense, the Secret Service, even the White House. 


From the inner sanctum of the White House to the headquarters of the FBI, from the basement of the FAA to the 
boardroom of IBM, some of the best-secured organizations in the world running on some of the most-protected 
servers housing the most sensitive data welcomed PTech into their midst. PTech was given the keys to the cyber 
kingdom to build detailed pictures of these organizations, their weaknesses and vulnerabilities, and to show how 
these problems could be exploited by those of ill intent. But like all such systems, it could be exploited by those 
of ill intent for their own purposes, too. 


Given the nature of the information and secrets being kept by its clients, it should come as no surprise that many 
of PTech's top investors and employees were men with backgrounds that should have been raising red flags at all 
levels of the government. And as it turns out, at least one of these men did raise red flags with a pair of diligent 
FBI field agents. 


In the late 1990s, Robert Wright and John Vincent—FBI special agents in the Chicago field office—were 
running an investigation into terrorist financing called Vulgar Betrayal. From the very start, the investigation 
was hampered by higher-ups; they were not even given access to the computer equipment needed to carry out 
their work. Through Wright and Vincent's foresight and perseverance, however, the investigation managed to 
score some victories, including seizing $1.4 million in terrorist funds. According to Wright, "these funds were 
linked directly to Saudi businessman Yasin al-Qadi." 


Yasin al-Qadi is a multi-millionaire businessman and philanthropist who, according to business associates, liked 
to boast of his relationship with former Vice President Dick Cheney. But in the late 1990s he was sanctioned by 
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the UN Security Council for his suspected links to Al Qaeda, and after 9/11 he was put on a terrorist watch list 
by the US Treasury for his suspected ties to terrorist financing. 


During the 1990s, as Vulgar Betrayal was being thwarted from opening a criminal investigation into his 
activities, the Qadi-backed investment firm Sarmany Ltd. became an "angel investor" to a software startup called 
PTech, providing $5 million of the initial $20 million of capital that got PTech off the ground. 


At the time, PTech's CEO denied that al-Qadi had any involvement with the company other than his initial 
investment, but the FBI now maintains he was lying and that in fact al-Qadi continued investing millions of 
dollars in the company through various fronts and investment vehicles. Company insiders told FBI officials that 
they were flown to Saudi Arabia to meet PTech's investors in 1999 and that al-Qadi was introduced as one of the 
owners. It has also been reported that Hussein Ibrahim, PTech's chief scientist, was al-Qadi's representative at 
PTech and al-Qadi's lawyers have admitted that al-Qadi's representative may have continued to sit on PTech's 
board even after 9/11. 


Ibrahim himself was a former president of BMI, a New Jersey-based real estate investment firm that was also 
one of the initial investors in PTech and provided financing for PTech's founding loan. PTech leased office space 
and computer equipment from BMI and BMI shared office space in New Jersey with Kadi International, owned 
and operated by none other than Yassin al-Qadi. In 2003, counterterrorism czar Richard Clarke said: "BMI held 
itself out publicly as a financial services provider for Muslims in the United States, its investor list suggests the 
possibility this facade was just a cover to conceal terrorist support." 


Suheil Laheir was PTech's chief architect. When he wasn't writing the software that would provide PTech with 
detailed operational blueprints of the most sensitive agencies in the U.S. government, he was writing articles in 
praise of Islamic holy war. He was also fond of quoting Abdullah Azzam, Osama Bin Laden's mentor and the 
head of Maktab al-Khidamat, which was the precursor to Al-Qaeda. 


That such an unlikely cast of characters were given access to some of the most sensitive agencies in the U.S. 
federal government is startling enough. That they were operating software that allowed them to map, analyze and 
access every process and operation within these agencies for the purpose of finding systemic weak points is 
equally startling. Most disturbing of all, though, is the connection between PTech and the very agencies that so 
remarkably "failed" in their duty to protect the American public on September 11, 2001. 


BONNIE FAULKNER: Could you describe the relationship of PTech with the FAA? PTech worked with the 
FAA for several years, didn’t they? 


INDIRA SINGH: Yes. It was a joint project between PTech and MITRE. It is interesting. They were looking at, 
basically, holes in the FAA’s interoperability with responding with other agencies—law enforcement—in the 
case of an emergency such as a hijacking. 


They were looking for the escalation process—what people would do, how they would respond in case of an 
emergency—and find the holes and make recommendations to fix it. Now if anyone was in a position to 
understand where the holes were, PTech was, and that is exactly the point: if anybody was in a position to write 
software to take advantage of those holes, it would have been PTech. 


BONNIE FAULKNER: Was there a reference to PTech having operated in the basement out of the FAA? 
INDIRA SINGH: Yes. Typically, because the scope of such projects are so over-arching and wide-ranging, 


when you are doing an enterprise architecture project, you have access to how anything in the organization is 
being done, where it is being done, on what systems, what the information is. You have carte blanche. 
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If it is a major project that spends several years, the team that comes in has, literally, access to almost anything 
that they want because you are operating on a blueprint level, on a massive scale. So, yes, they were everywhere, 
and I was told that they were in places that required clearances. I was told that they had log-on access to FAA 
flight control computers. I was told that they had passwords to many computers that you may not, on the surface, 
think has anything to do with finding out holes in the system, but let’s say you isolated part of a notification 
process that was mediated by computer and you wanted to investigate it further, then you would typically get 
log-on access to that computer. From that, back upstream or downstream. So, who knows? 


From my own experience I could have access to almost anything I wanted to in JP Morgan Chase. And did not, 
for the reason that if anything went wrong, I did not want to have the access. But if you were up to no good as an 
enterprise architect with such a mandate, you typically could have access to anything. 


(SOURCE: Guns n Butter: Indira Singh, PTech and the 911 software) 


So who was really behind PTech? Did Ziade, Ibrahim and the others somehow evade the due diligence of all of 
the government agencies and multinational corporations that PTech contracted with? Did PTech just happen to 
end up working on the interoperability of the FAA and the Pentagon systems on the morning of 9/11? Did al- 
Qadi's friend Dick Cheney really know nothing of Qadi's connections or activities? Was this all some devious Al 
Qaeda plot to infiltrate key systems and agencies of the US government? 


Not according to the people who were really investigating the company. 


INDIRA SINGH: Who's really behind PTech is the question. Correct. I asked that of many intelligence people 
who came to my aid as I was being blacklisted and I was told: "Indira, it is a CIA clandestine operation on the 
level of Iran-Contra." And I have reason to believe this because CARE International is a renamed version of Al 
Kifah, which was the finding arm for WTC 93, prior to Al Kifah it was called Maktab al-Khidamat which was 
the funding arms for the Afghani mujahidin. It was how the moneys got to Osama Bin-Laden through the 
Pakistani ISI. 


I asked the FBI in Boston: 'How come Mak was being run out of Ptech and 9/11?" and that jived with a lot of 
what intel was telling me that "it's a CIA front, shut up and go away." At that level I said "Well why doesn't the 
FBI take advantage of their celebrated difference with the CIA' and I was told ‘because at that level they work 
together." 


(SOURCE: 9/11 Omission Hearings - Michael Ruppert & Indira Singh Q&A - 9/9/2004) 


So what did the 9/11 Commission have to say about PTech? Absolutely nothing. The co-chair of the 
commission, Thomas Kean, had been involved in a $24 million real estate transaction with BMI, one of the 
PTech investors, but no mention was made of that at the time and the Commission never looked into PTech or its 
activities on 9/11. 


Meanwhile, Cheney's friend al-Qadi has since been removed from the Swiss, European, UN Security Council 
and US Treasury terrorist sanctions lists. 


And Robert Wright? After Vulgar Betrayal was shut down, the FBI did eventually raid PTech's offices in 
December 2002...but not before the company was given advance warning of the "raid." The very next day then- 
Homeland Security chief Tom Ridge declared that PTech "in no way jeopardizes the security of the country." 


Oussama Ziade is still wanted by the FBI for lying about al-Qadi's involvement with the company, but the case 
is now cold. 
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ROBERT WRIGHT: To the families and victims....of September 1 1th...on behalf of John Vincent, Barry 
Carnaby and myself...we're sorry. 


(SOURCE: 9-11 FBI Whistleblower Robert Wright Testimony) 


The Pentagon's Missing Trillions 


DONALD RUMSFELD: The topic today is an adversary that poses a threat, a serious threat, to the security of 
the United States of America. This adversary is one of the world's last bastions of central planning. It governs by 
dictating five-year plans. From a single capital, it attempts to impose its demands across time zones, continents, 
oceans and beyond. With brutal consistency, it stifles free thought and crushes new ideas. It disrupts the defense 
of the United States and places the lives of men and women in uniform at risk. 


(SOURCE: Defense Business Practices) 


On September 10, 2001, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld declared a new war. Not a war on a shadowy 
terrorist organization in Afghanistan, or even a war on terror, but a war on the Pentagon itself. 


DONALD RUMSFELD: The adversary is closer to home. It's the Pentagon bureaucracy. 

(SOURCE: Defense Business Practices) 

Perhaps it is no surprise that Rumsfeld felt compelled to declare a war on the Pentagon's bureaucracy. The issue 
of the Pentagon's $2.3 trillion accounting nightmare had been dogging him since his confirmation hearings in 
January of 2001. Although Rumsfeld was interested in pushing forward a modernization of the military that was 
projected to cost an additional $50 billion in funding, that agenda was politically impossible in the face of the 
Department of Defense's monumental budget problem. 

SEN. BYRD: How can we seriously consider a $50 billion increase in the Defense Department budget when 
DoD's own auditors—when DoD's own auditors—say the department cannot account for $2.3 trillion in 
transactions in one year alone. 

Now, my question to you is, Mr. Secretary, what do you plan to do about this? 

DONALD RUMSFELD: Decline the nomination! (Laughs.) (Laughter.) Ah! Senator, I have heard -- 

SEN. BYRD: I don't want to see you do that! (Laughter.) 

SEN. LEVIN: (Sounds gavel.) We'll stand adjourned, in that case! (Laughter.) 


DONALD RUMSFELD: Senator, I have heard some of that and read some of that, that the department is not 
capable of auditing its books. It is -- I was going to say "terrifying." 


(SOURCE: Defense Secretary Nomination Hearing Jan 11 2001) 
"Terrifying" only begins to describe the problem. 
The Department of Defense's own Inspector General report for Fiscal Year 1999 noted that the Defense Finance 


and Accounting Service had processed $7.6 trillion of department-level accounting entries in that year. Of that 
amount, only $3.5 trillion could be properly accounted for. $2.3 trillion in transactions were fudged to make 
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entries balance, run through without proper documentation, or made up entirely. The Inspector General's office 
did not even examine the other $1.8 trillion in transactions because they "did not have adequate time or staff to 
review" them. 


In 2002 one DFAS accountant blew the whistle on the problem and the cover-up that was underway to stop 
investigators from finding out where the money went. 


VINCE GONZALES: $2.3 trillion with a "T." That's 8,000 dollars for every man, woman and child in America. 
To understand how the Pentagon can lose track of trillions, consider the case of one military accountant who 
tried to find out what happened to a mere $300 million. 


JIM MINNERY: We know it's gone, but we don't know what they spent it on. 


VINCE GONZALES: Jim Minnery, a former Marine turned whistleblower, is risking his job by speaking out 
for the first time about the millions he noticed were missing from one defense agency's balance sheets. Minnery 
tried to follow the money trail, even crisscrossing the country looking for records. 


JIM MINNERY: The director looked at me and said, "Why do you care about this stuff?" That took me aback, 
you know. My supervisor asked me why I care about doing a good job. 


VINCE GONZALES: He was reassigned, and says officials then covered up the problem by just writing it off. 


JIM MINNERY: They've got to cover it up. 


(SOURCE: 9-11 Pentagon missing $2.3 trillion) 


As Comptroller of the Pentagon from 2001 to 2004, Dov Zakheim was the man tasked with solving this problem. 


DONALD RUMSFELD: There are all kinds of long-standing rules and regulations about what you can do and 
what you can't do. I know Dr. Zakheim's been trying to hire CPAs because the financial systems of the 
department are so snarled up that we can't account for some $2.6 trillion in transactions that exist, if that's 
believable. And yet we're told that we can't hire CPAs to help untangle it in many respects. 


REP. LEWIS: Mr. Secretary, the first time and the last time that Dov Zackheim and I broke bread together, he 
told me he would have a handle on that 2.6 trillion by now. (Laughter.) But we'll discuss that a little -- 


DONALD RUMSFELD: He's got a handle; it's just a little hot. (Laughter.) 


(SOURCE: Testimony before the House Appropriations Committee: FY2002 Budget Request) 


From 1987 to 2001, Zakheim headed SPC International, a subsidiary of System Planning Corporation, a defense 
contractor providing airwarfare, cybersecurity and advanced military electronics to the Department of Defense 
and DARPA. SPC's "Radar Physics Laboratory" developed a remote control system for airborne vehicles that 
they were marketing to the Pentagon prior to 9/11. 


Zakheim was also a participant in drafting "Rebuilding America's Defenses," a document that called for a 
sweeping transformation of the US military, including the implementation of the $50 billion missile defense 
program and increased use of specialized military technologies. The paper even noted how "advanced forms of 
biological warfare that can target specific genotypes may transform biological warfare from the realm of terror to 
a politically useful tool." 
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"Rebuilding America's Defenses" was a white paper produced by the Project for a New American Century, a 
group founded in 1997 with the goal of projecting American global dominance into the 21st century. Joining 
Zakheim in the group were a host of other neocons who ended up populating the Bush administration, including 
Dick Cheney, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, Jeb Bush, and Donald Rumsfeld. In their September 2000 
document, the group lamented that their plan for transforming the military was not likely unless a defining event 
took place, one that would galvanize public opinion: "[T]he process of transformation, even if it brings 
revolutionary change, is likely to be a long one, absent some catastrophic and catalyzing event—like a new Pearl 
Harbor." 


DONALD RUMSFELD: We know that the thing that tends to register on people is fear, and we know that that 
tends to happen after there's a Pearl Harbor, tends to happen after there's a crisis. And that's too late for us. We've 
got to be smarter than that. We've got to be wiser than that. We have to be more forward-looking. 


There's a wonderful book on Pearl Harbor by Roberta Wohlstetter, and a forward by Dr. Schelling, that talks 
about this problem of seeing things happen and not integrating them in your mind and saying, "Yes, we need to 
be doing something about that now," that I reread periodically because it's so important. 


(SOURCE: Defense Secretary Nomination Hearing Jan 11 2001) 


And on 9/11/2001, America received its new Pearl Harbor. 


The attack on the Pentagon struck Wedge One on the west side of the building. An office of the U.S. Army 
called Resource Services Washington had just moved back into Wedge One after renovations had taken place 
there. The office was staffed with 45 accountants, bookkeepers and budget analysts; 34 of them were killed in 
the attack. 


A 2002 follow-up report from the DoD Inspector General on the missing trillions noted that a further $1.1 
trillion in made up accounting entries were processed by the Pentagon in fiscal year 2000, but they did not even 
attempt to quantify the missing funds for 2001. The Secretary of the Army, Thomas White, later explained they 
were unable to produce a financial report for 2001 at all due to "the loss of financial-management personnel 
sustained during the Sept. 11 terrorist attack." 


Before becoming Secretary of the Army, Thomas White was a senior executive at Enron. Enron was one of the 
largest energy companies in the world, posting a $111 billion profit in 2000 before being exposed as an elaborate 
corporate accounting fraud in 2001. The SEC, which investigated the Enron scandal, occupied the 11th to 13th 
floors in World Trade Center Building 7, and their offices were destroyed on 9/11, destroying 3,000 to 4,000 
documents on active investigations in the process. 


Perhaps unsurprisingly, Rumsfeld's War on the Pentagon's Bureaucracy did not yield the results he promised. By 
2013, the unaccountable money in the Pentagon's coffers had reach $8.5 trillion. 


REPORTER: The latest scandal to hit Washington comes from a report revealing the Pentagon "misplaced" 
$8.5 trillion. Military leaders have also been found ordering subordinates to doctor books to hide the missing 
money. This is the conclusion of a special report by Reuters. 


One former Pentagon employee, Linda Woodford, said she spent 15 years there falsifying financial records. 


Woodford had a job checking Navy accounting records against figures supplied by the Treasury Department. 
She said money was missing from the report every month. 


(SOURCE: $8.5 Trillion Missing From Pentagon Budget) 
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GAYANE CHICHAKYAN: National security expert Steve Miles is here with me to help us crunch these 
numbers. $8.5 trillion unaccounted for? 


STEPHEN MILES: That's a lot of money. This is the kind of thing that you would think would bring Capitol 
Hill to a screeching halt. There'd be hearings almost every day. You'd have various committees looking into it. 
None of that. It just leads to massive waste and there can be all sorts of fraud that you don't know about. 


Just one example, when the Inspector General looked at Iraq -- which was a lot of money, but in the grand 
scheme just a portion of the money the U.S. spent -- what they found was about $50 billion of the money the 
U.S. spent there was wasted and about $6 billion was completely lost. They had no idea where it went, it was 
completely unaccounted for. Put that in perspective. That's about the amount of money that other countries 
would spend on their defense, total. And that's just the loose pocket change that we lost in the couch. 


GAYANE CHICHAKYAN: One thing I found very interesting in this report is that the Pentagon apparently 
uses standard operating procedure to enter false numbers, or so-called "plugs," to cover lost or missing 
information in their accounting in order to submit a balanced budget to the Treasury. So they can write in 
everything. 


STEPHEN MILES: This is probably the most shocking part of this. They get to the end of the day and they say, 
"Oh, there's money missing, what do we do?" "Well, we'll just put a number in there that says it's there and we'll 
sort it out later." Again this is the type of operating practice that if you did it in your own business—if you try to 
do it with your own taxes for the government—they'd haul you off to jail. 


(SOURCE: Black Budget: US govt clueless about missing Pentagon $trillions) 


But then, given that the trillions have never been accounted for, and given that American defense spending 
soared to record levels after the attack, perhaps Rumsfeld's war on the Pentagon, the one he announced on 
September 10th, was successful after all. And perhaps September 11th was the key battle in that war. 


DONALD RUMSFELD: Some might ask, how in the world could the Secretary of Defense attack the Pentagon 
in front of its people? To them I reply, I have no desire to attack the Pentagon; I want to liberate it. 


(SOURCE: Defense Business Practices) 
No Conclusion 


Insurance scams and insider trading, electronic fraud and Vulgar Betrayal, missing money and evidence 
destroyed. There are at least 8.5 trillion reasons to investigate the money trail of 9/11. 


Curious, then, that the US government's final word on the attacks, the 9/11 Commission Report, concluded that 
the money trail was not worthy of investigation at all. In Chapter Five of the report, the commission noted: "To 
date, the U.S. government has not been able to determine the origin of the money used for the 9/11 attacks. 
Ultimately the question is of little practical significance." 


9/11 was a crime. And as every detective knows, the first rule of criminal investigation is to follow the money. 
So why did the 9/11 Commission specifically reject this rule? 


The answers to 9/11 are not going to come from the suspects of the crime. Instead, it's up to investigators to 
continue to unearth the true evidence on the 9/11 money trail. 
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Follow the money... 


42 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 43 


9/11 Suspects (Full Documentary - 2016) 


https:/wwvw.corbettreport.com/911suspects/ 09/04/2020 


In 2016, The Corbett Report released the 9/// Suspects series in individual installments. Now, as we approach 
the 19th anniversary of the 9/11 false flag, The Corbett Report is proud to re-release the documentary as a single 
upload. This release features updated visuals courtesy of video editor Broc West. Please spread the word about 
this important information. 


CLICK HERE for the audio podcast version of this documentary. 


TRANSCRIPT: 


9/11 was a crime. This should not be a controversial statement, but given how 9/11 was framed as a terrorist 
attack or even an “act of war” from the very moment that it occurred, it somehow is. If we lived in a world of 
truth and justice, 9/11 would have been approached as a crime to be solved rather than an attack to be responded 
to. 


Let’s imagine for a moment that we did live in such a world. If there were some crusading District Attorney who 
actually wanted to prosecute the crimes of 9/11, how would he begin? Where would he start to unravel a plot so 
immense, one involving so many layers of obfuscation and the active collusion of some of the most powerful 
members of the perennial ruling class of America, the deep state? 


Like a prosecutor trying to bring down a mafia kingpin, it is unlikely that such an investigation would start by 
bringing the suspected mastermind of the plot to trial. Such a vast and intricate operation would be picked apart 
from the outside, starting with people on the periphery of the plot who could be forced to testify under oath and 
who could provide leads further up the ladder. As more and more of the picture was filled in, the case against the 
inner clique who ran the operation would begin to strengthen, and, gradually, more and more central figures 
could be brought to trial 


We may not live in a world where such a criminal investigation is taking place, but we are trying the crimes of 
9/11 in the court of public opinion. There are still untold millions who think of 9/11 truth as a fringe movement 
driven by rash speculation and unwarranted leaps of logic. So what if we “prosecuted” some of these peripheral 
figures—the ones who are demonstrably and provably involved in the events of that day or the cover up of those 
crimes—in that court of public opinion? 


Over the course of The Corbett Report’s existence, I have looked at many figures who no doubt feature more 
prominently in the 9/11 plot itself from an operational standpoint: Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, Larry 
Silverstein, Dov Zakheim, Paul Bremer, Richard Armitage. Today we will look at some of the other suspects in 
that crime; not ringleaders or masterminds, not even people who were likely to know about the plot ahead of 
time. But those who helped cover up those crimes for the real perpetrators. 


These are the stories of the 9/11 Suspects. 


Skip to Rudy Giuliani / Christine Todd Whitman / Philip Zelikow / Robert Baer / Ralph Eberhart / Dancing 
Israelis 
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Suspect #1: Rudy Giuliani 


After stepping down as mayor of New York City, Rudy Giuliani tried to launch himself as a national political 
leader on the back of the single defining event of his career. 


In the end he failed miserably, with voters immediately seeing his ploy for what it was: base political pandering. 


But what many do not realize is that Giuliani's case is not just that of another ghoulish politician parading on the 
corpses of those who died on his watch for his own political gain. 


On the day of 9/11, while the remains of the twin towers and WTC7 were still smoldering, one of Mayor 
Giuliani's first concerns was clearing away the evidence from the crime scene. 


RUDY GIULIANI: We were able to move 120 dump trucks out of the city last night, which will give you a 
sense of the work that was done overnight. 

Ist NY RESIDENT: It's wild out here. They just keep coming look! It doesn't stop. There's more, I keep 
thinking it's the end but it's not. 


(SOURCE: Donald Trump Commission on TERRORISM NYC mayor Rudy Giuliani = Criminal 
Destruction of Evidence WTC) 


Despite reassurances that the rapid removal of the evidence from Ground Zero was important for "emergency 
access," this process went far beyond merely clearing a path for rescue workers. As Erik Lawyer, founder of 
Firefighters for 9/11 Truth points out, the massive operation to haul away over 1.5 million tons of debris and to 
sell much of the steel to Chinese firm Baosteel at discount prices was not just an overzealous approach to 
clearing the area, but was itself a crime. 


ERIK LAWYER: 9/11 was the greatest loss of life and property damage in U.S. fire history. This should of 
been the most protected, preserved, over-tested and thorough investigation of a crime scene in world history. 
Sadly it was not. What was it? Well, we know from their (NIST) admission the majority of the evidence was 
destroyed. Like Richard (Gage) said, (in) 22 years of experience I've seen a lot of crime scenes, I've never seen 
anything like this in my life.I was out at the site, I saw trucks leaving faster than anywhere I've ever seen but I 
accepted it at the time and for years I accepted it because it was a recovery and rescue operation and that's 
normal to have something like going. Again, we'd never seen anything like it but that was expected. 

What I didn't know for years was what was going on behind the scenes was that evidence was being destroyed 
when it was shipped off. By their own admission, the NIST investigation of Tower 7 had no physical evidence. 
How do you investigate a crime when you've destroyed all the evidence? It doesn't make sense. 

They also admit that they refused to test for explosives or residue of thermite. Now this is what I'm going to go 
into real quickly is that there are national standards for for an investigation. That's what all of us are asking fir. 
An investigation that follows national standards and holds people accountable. 


(SOURCE: Fire Fighter Erik Lawyer Slams NIST And The 9/11 "Investigation") 


Needless to say, an investigation of the 9/11 crime scene following the national investigation standards has never 
been conducted and never will be as Giuliani oversaw the illegal destruction of the evidence itself. 


To add insult to this injury, in 2003 New York City Medical Examiner Charles Hirsch revealed that in the mad 
scramble to get rid of the crime scene evidence, human remains from the World Trade Center had been left at the 
Fresh Kills landfill where the debris was sorted and the steel was sold. In 2007 Eric Beck, a senior supervisor of 
the recycling facility that sifted the debris, admitted that some of those human remains ended up in a mixture that 
was used to pave roads and fill potholes in New York City. 
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But as grotesque as such revelations are, they are not the most shocking part of Giuliani's 9/11 story. 


In the late 1990s the Mayor oversaw the creation of a state-of-the-art $13 million emergency command center to 
coordinate the city's disaster recovery and response efforts. Located on the 23rd floor of World Trade Center 
Building 7, just across Vesey Street from the Twin Towers, the center—dubbed by local press at the time as 
"Giuliani's bunker"— included reinforced, bulletproof, and bomb-resistant walls, its own air supply and water 
tank, beds, showers to accommodate 30 people, and three backup generators. It could be used to monitor all of 
New York's emergency communications frequencies and was staffed 24 hours a day. 


And yet, remarkably, on the morning of 9/11, neither Mayor Giuliani nor any other city personnel or police or 
fire department officials were in the bunker after the Twin Tower strikes. 


BARRY JENNINGS: As I told you guys before it was very, very funny. I was on my way to work and the 
traffic was excellent, I received a call that a small Cessna had hit the World Trade Center. I was asked to go and 
man the Office of Emergency Management. 

Upon arriving into the OEM EOC, we noticed that everybody was gone. I saw coffee that was on a desk, the 
smoke was still coming off the coffee. I saw half-eaten sandwiches. 


(SOURCE: Barry Jennings WTC 7 (Explosions) Interview) 


So why wasn't the Mayor and the city's emergency personnel in the location that had been purpose built for just 
such an event? According to Giuliani, they had been told to evacuate because they had been given a warning that 
the Twin Towers were going to collapse. A warning that was evidently not passed on to any of the emergency 
personnel that were still working in the buildings. 


RUDY GIULIANI: I went down to the scene and we setup headquarters at 75 Barkley Street, which was right 
there with the Police Commissioner, the Fire Commissioner, the head of Emergency Management and we were 
operating out of there when we we're told that the World Trade Center was going to collapse. 

And it did collapse before we could actually get out of the building. So we were trapped in the building for 10-15 
minutes and finally found an exit, got out, walked North and took a lot of people with us. 


(SOURCE: ABC Sept. 11, 2001 12:41 pm - 1:23 pm ABC 7, Washington, D.C.) 


Giuliani in his own words has admitted that he was warned that the World Trade Center was going to collapse. 
This despite the fact that there was no possible way for this to be predicted in the first hour of the unfolding 
disaster. Even more incredibly, despite being given this warning, no effort was made to pass it on to the police, 
firefighters and other responders who were still working in and around the buildings. 


When, precisely, was this warning given, and by whom? Why, despite acting on this warning himself, did 
Giuliani make no effort to pass the warning on to others? 


Predictably, when confronted with these questions by activists during his 2008 presidential campaign, Giuliani 
merely smiled and denied that he had ever received such a warning. 


SABRINA RIVERO: You reported to Peter Jennings that on 9/11 that you knew that the World Trade Center 
Towers were going to collapse. No steel structure has ever in history has ever collapsed due to a fire. 

How come the people in the building weren't notified and who else knew about this and how do you sleep at 
night? 

RUDY GIULIANI: Ma'am, I didn't know that the towers were going to collapse. 

TOM FOTI: You reported it Peter Jennings. You indeed said that you were notified that the towers were going 
to collapse while you were inside. Not sure exactly where you were prior to, but you said it on ABC video with 
Peter Jennings in an interview, that you were aware that the towers were going to collapse in advance. 
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We'd like to know who told you the towers were going to collapse in advance, Sir? 

We'd also like to know who else you told? 

RUDY GIULIANI: Well the fact is that I didn't realize that the towers would collapse. I never realized that. 
(SOURCE: WeAreChange Confronts Giuliani on 9/11 Collapse Lies) 


So where was the Mayor on 9/11? On Pier 92, which was already set up as a functional command center due to a 
full-scale emergency "drill" by FEMA that, by a remarkable coincidence, had been scheduled for the following 
day. 


RUDY GIULIANL .. . and we selected Pier 92 as our Command Center. The reason Pier 92 was selected as the 
Command Center was because on the next day, on September 12th, Pier 92 was going to have a drill. It had 
hundreds of people here from FEMA, from the Federal Government, from the State Emergency Management 
Office and they were getting ready for a drill for a bio-chemical attack. So that was going to be the place they 
were going to have the drill, the equipment was already there. So we were able to establish a Command Center 
there within 3 days that was 2 and a half to 3 times bigger than the Command Center that we had lost at 7 World 
Trade Center and it was from there that the rest of the search and rescue effort was completed. 


(SOURCE: 9/11 Commission Hearings May 19, 2004) 


Mayor Giuliani oversaw the illegal destruction of the 9/11 crime scene and is criminally liable for the deaths of 
hundreds of emergency workers for not passing on prior warnings about the collapses of the Twin Towers. 


It is no wonder, then, that the Fire Department of New York so passionately detest Giuliani for his actions in 
disgracing their fallen brothers and covering up the 9/11 crime. 


HAROLD A. SCHAITBERGER: Rudy Giuliani has used the horrible events of September 11th, 2001, to 
create a carefully crafted persona. But the fact is what Rudy portrays is not a full picture of the decisions made 
that led, in our view, to the unnecessary deaths of our FDNY members and the attempt to stop the dignified 
recovery of those lost. 

The urban-legend of "America's Mayor" needs to be balanced by the truth. 


(SOURCE: Giuliani Gets Exposed As Fraud by Firefighters) 


So what is the reward for Giuliani's criminal actions on 9/11? An offer to become the head of the Department of 
Homeland Security in the event of a Trump presidency, of course. 


This is the state of American politics, and this is precisely why a true investigation of what happened on 9/11 
never has, and never will, be conducted by the US government itself. 


Suspect #2: Christine Todd Whitman 


The "dust lady" photo has become one of the iconic images of 9/11. The image of a woman, shocked and 
disoriented, completely covered in dust from the demolition of the Twin Towers, brings the nearly 
incomprehensible events of that day down to a human scale. 


But of course the "dust lady" was not the only one to feel the effects of the blanket of dust that descended on 
Manhattan after the towers fell. In the hours, days, and weeks that followed, thousands upon thousands of 
victims, first responders, emergency personnel, clean up crews, and residents were subjected to the poisonous 
stew of asbestos, benzene, mercury, lead, cadmium and other particulates from which many are now dying. 
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CBS REPORTER: Dr. David Prezant, Chief Medical Officer with the New York Fire Department, spent 7 
years examining more than 10,000 fire-fighters. Those who were at the World Trade Center site after 9/11 and 
those who weren't. 

DR. DAVID PERZANT: And we found an increase in all cancers, combined. A 19% increase in cancers 
compared to the non-exposed World Trade Center group. 

(SOURCE: 9/11 first responders and cancer) 

ABBY MARTIN: Talk about the most pressing medical issues facing 9/11 first responders right now. 

JOHN FEAL: Cancer. In the beginning, in the first few years it was respiratory but now it's cancers and this is 
just the first wave of cancers, the blood cancers, the leukemias, the organ cancers but in 5 or 10 more years 
you're going to see the asbestos cancers. There will be another wave of cancers and like I tell everybody, this is a 
generation long issue and a generation long illness. 

(SOURCE: 9/11 Cancers Killing First Responders | Think Tank) 

KEN GEORGE: Every morning I wake up I gotta take 33 pills within the course of the day. At 47 years old I 
have lungs of an 80 year old man that would've been a smoker. People say you have to forget about 9/11 and I 
say how could I forget about 9/11 when every morning I gotta take this medication and walk around with an 
oxygen tank. 


(SOURCE: NYC 9/11 Rescuers Experience Lingering Health Problem) 


If the brave men and women who had rushed to the World Trade Center in the chaotic days after 9/11 to help 
with the search and rescue had done so knowing the risks they were facing, that would be one thing. But of 
course they did not. They had been given false assurances by Christine Todd Whitman, the EPA administrator 
who assured the public just days into the clean up that the air was safe to breathe. 


CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN: We know asbestos was in there, was in those buildings. Lead is in the those 
buildings. There are the VOC's [Volatile Organic Compounds], however, the concentrations are such that they 
don't pose a heath hazard. 


(SOURCE: Christie Whitman says air is safe days after 911) 


As the weeks and months dragged on, Whitman, the EPA and its officials made statement after statement after 
statement reaffirming that contaminant levels were "low or non-existent" and that the air quality in Manhattan 
posed "no public health concern." 


We now know that these reassurances were outright lies. On September 18th, the very same day that Whitman 
and the EPA were encouraging New Yorkers to return to work, the agency detected sulfur dioxide levels in the 
air so high that "according to one industrial hygienist, they exceeded the EPA’s standard for a classification of 
‘hazardous. By that time, first responders were already reporting a range of health problems, including 
coughing, wheezing, eye irritation and headaches. 


The evidence continued to pour in that there were serious health concerns for those in and around Manhattan, but 
the information was suppressed almost as quickly as it was discovered. When a local lab tested dust samples 
from near the WTC site and found dangerous concentrations of fiberglass and asbestos, the New York State 
Department of Health warned local labs that they would lose their licenses if they processed any more 
“independent sampling.” When US Geological Survey scientists began performing tests on their own dust 
samples, they were shocked at the "alphabet soup of heavy metals" they found in it. They forwarded this 
information to the EPA, but the agency continued to assure the public that there was no evidence of long term 
health risks. 


The drama continued to unfold as information poured in about benzene, lead and other environmental toxins. Yet 
on September 18th the EPA specifically advised the public against wearing respirators outside the World Trade 
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Center restricted area. Then, just two weeks later, the agency distributed respirators to their own staffers at the 
EPA's Region 2 building on Broadway Street. 


As scientists, industrial hygenists, and even other government officials began to accuse the EPA of covering up 
the true extent of the problem in New York, the agency continued with its dogged assertion that the air was safe 
to breathe. 


It wasn't until 2003 that the EPA's own Inspector General revealed that the White House had been editing the 
agency's press releases all along, finding that "the White House Council on Environmental Quality influenced, 
through the collaboration process, the information that EPA communicated to the public through its early press 
releases when it convinced EPA to add reassuring statements and delete cautionary ones." 


When new documents were released to the public in 2011 on the eve of the 10th anniversary of 9/11, it was 
discovered that this editing was even worse than originally feared. 


ANTHONY DePALMA: There were clear warnings. Specifically on Water Street, which for those people in 
this area know is not far from Wall Street, that showed that the levels of contaminates in the air was too high 
people to go back. That (warning) was removed which was bad enough and then replaced with a 
recommendation that people go back to work. They were urged to go back. Even thought the early samples were 
showing that there were high-levels of contaminates. 

JUAN GONZALEZ: And you point out also that in many cases they (EPA) were telling people that is was safe 
before they had even finished conducting initial tests. 

ANTHONY DePALMA: In one email exchange that happens on the 13th (of September), so it's just a day and a 
half later, the people in Washington at the White House Council on Environmental Quality are telling the people 
up here, "Hey, Christine Whitman is coming up. She's going to talk to reporters because all of the results so far 
have been so positive." 

Well, all of the results so far showed almost nothing because there were almost no results and yet they were 
committed to this message of reassurance despite the facts. And that's not the way it should happen. 


(SOURCE: 9/11 Debris Linked to Cancer, Details Emerge on How Officials Downplayed Ground Zero 
Dangers) 


Outraged at the fact that they had been lied to and their lives put at risk, residents and workers in lower 
Manhattan and Brooklyn sued Whitman and the EPA in 2004. In a 2006 ruling allowing the class action lawsuit 
to proceed, Judge Deborah A. Batts of Federal District Court in Manhattan excoriated Whitman, finding that her 
baseless assurances that the air was safe "increased, and may have in fact created, the danger" to people living 
and working in the area. Ruling that the EPA did, in fact, make "misleading statements of safety" about the air 
quality, Judge Batts said: "The allegations in this case of Whitman's reassuring and misleading statements of 
safety after the Sept. 11, 2001 attacks are without question conscience-shocking." 


Batts' decision was overturned by a panel of judges in 2008, who ruled that misleading the public and 
contributing to the health problems and deaths of untold Ground Zero workers was not conscience shocking 
enough to override her immunity from prosecution as a federal agent. 


If Whitman has a conscience at all, it is evidently not shocked by any of these accusations. She has not only 
never conceded guilt or even expressed sorrow for the ongoing sickness and deaths that her action helped bring 
about, she has repeatedly defended the actions of herself and the EPA in general. 


CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN: Statements that EPA officials made after 9/11 were based on the judgement 
of experienced environmental and health professionals at the EPA, OSHA and the CDC, who had analyzed the 
test data that 13 different organizations and agencies were collecting in Lower Manhattan. 
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I do not recall any EPA scientist or experts responsible for viewing this data ever advising me that the test data 
from Lower Manhattan showed that the air or water proposed long-term health risks for the general public. 


(SOURCE: Air Contamination at Ground Zero - C-Span) 


Whitman's lies are not just those of another self-serving politician looking to save their job or stay out of jail. 
They are the lies of someone who has contributed to the deteriorating health and even the death of thousands of 
innocent men and women. 


For the victims of Christine Todd Whitman, the EPA, the White House Council on Environmental Quality, and 
all of the other agencies and officers who lied to the public about the health risks in New York, 9/11 is not a 
single day of horror that occurred a decade and a half ago. It is a slowly unfolding nightmare, one that every day 
brings them one step closer to their grave. 


The "dust lady" is one of the icons of the tragedy of that day. Should it be any surprise, then, that she, too, was 
ravaged by 9/11 related diseases and ultimately died of cancer last year? 


She was not the first person to die from the aftermath of 9/11. And, thanks to Christine Todd Whitman and the 
liars at the EPA who have consigned untold thousands to a similar fate, she will not be the last. 


DAVID MILLER: My name is David Miller. On September 11, 2001, along with hundreds of my fellow troops 
I went to Ground Zero. No one asked us. No orders were given. We went because our city, our country, our 
neighbors were under attack and we knew what to do, or at least we thought we did. 

On September 13th we marched back in, in groups of twos and threes at first and then dozens until there must of 
been more than 200 of us. Carrying ropes, ladders, tools of every kind back into the smoke and the poison and 
rubble were we reached an intersection with hundreds of civilians cheering us on. Our uniforms were torn and 
soiled, our resolve was simple. To stay and dig as long as we had any hope to save anybody. 

I want to tell you about how sick some of these brave men and women have become. I want to tell about how the 
Mayor refused to accept the fact that not dozens, not hundreds but many thousands of us were contaminated, 
sickened and poisoned by the most toxic combinations of building materials in the history of disaster relief and 
that for 5 terrible years he ignored that fact. 5 years of our family members watching us drop dead. 

And every time Popular Mechanics calls the people of this movement, nuts, these propagandists—professional 
liars and tools who can not even by any stretch of the imagination be considered journalists—strike another nail 
into the coffin of another rescue worker 


(SOURCE: The 9/11 Chronicles: Part One, Truth Rising) 
Suspect #3: Philip Zelikow 


It took President Bush an extraordinary 441 days after 9/11 to establish a commission to investigate the events of 
September 11, 2001. And it was not just the case that Bush was slow in acting; he actively resisted any 
investigation for as long as he could, taking the extraordinary and unprecedented step of personally asking 
Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle to limit Congress' investigation into those events. 


In the end, the commission was severely underfunded, severely rushed, and, as commission chairman, Thomas 
Kean, later admitted: 


THOMAS KEAN: We think the (9/11) Commission in many ways was set up to fail. 
(Source: C-SPAN: Thomas Kean Speaks at the National Press Club - September 11, 2006) 


But the most unmistakable sign that Bush was only interested in appointing a cover up commission to 
"investigate" the largest attack on US soil in modern history was his initial choice for commission chairman. 
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PRESIDENT BUSH: Today I'm pleased to announce my choice for commission chairman: Dr. Henry 
Kissinger. 

REPORTER: Dr. Kissinger, do you have any concerns about once the commission begins it work and fingers 
point to valuable allies, say Saudi Arabia for example, what policy implications could this have for the United 
States particularly at this delicate time? 

HENRY KISSINGER: I have been given every assurance by the President that we should go where the facts 
lead us. 

(Source: Henry Kissinger and the 9/11 Commission) 


Not even the New York Times could believe that Henry Kissinger, the consummate Washington insider, could 
pretend to conduct an independent fact-finding investigation into 9/11. "It is tempting to wonder if the choice of 
Mr. Kissinger is not a clever maneuver by the White House to contain an investigation it long opposed," Zhe 
Times editorialized after the announcement. 


Kissinger may have been prepared for such polite disagreement with his appointment. But he was not prepared 
to meet the 9/11 widows whose tireless efforts had forced the creation of the commission in the first place. 


NARRATOR: Several family members approached Kissinger and requested a meeting at his office in New 
York. Prior to the meeting Kristen Breitweiser conducted a thorough investigation of Kissinger's potential 
conflicts of interest. 

PATTY CASAZZA: Probably much to the chagrin of some of the people in the room, Lorie (Van Auken) asked 
some very poignant questions. "Would you have any Saudi-Amercian clients that you would like to tell us 
about?" and he was very uncomfortable kind of twisting and turning on the couch and then she asked, "whether 
he had any clients by the name of Bin-Laden?" And he just about fell off his couch. 

NEWS REPORTER: Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, stepped down from the position Friday. 
MINDY KLEINBERG: We thought the meeting went well. 

(Source: 9/11: Press For Truth) 


Kissinger was dethroned and the commission went ahead under chairman Thomas Kean and vice chair Lee 
Hamilton. But while Kissinger's appointment and resignation received all the attention, the White House was 
busy slipping another agent into the commission through the back door. 


In January of 2003, just weeks after Kissinger stepped down, it was quietly announced that Philip D. Zelikow 
would take on the role of executive director. As executive director, Zelikow picked "the areas of investigation, 
the briefing materials, the topics for hearings, the witnesses, and the lines of questioning for witnesses." In 
effect, this was the man in charge of running the investigation itself. 


So who was Philip Zelikow? The commission's press release announcing his position described him as "a man of 
high stature who has distinguished himself as an academician, lawyer, author and public servant." Although they 
noted his position at the University of Virginia and his previous role as executive director for the National 
Commission on Federal Electoral Reform, curiously missing from this brief bio are the multiple conflicts of 
interest that show how the Bush administration essentially put one of its own in charge of investigating how the 
Bush administration "failed" on 9/11. 


In 1995 he coauthored a book with Bush's national security advisor, Condoleezza Rice. 


He was part of the transition team that helped the Bush administration take over the White House from the 
Clinton administration. 


He was even a member of Bush's post-9/11 Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board. 
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But perhaps most incredibly, Zelikow actually authored the Bush administration's 2002 "National Security 
Strategy" that outlined the preemptive war doctrine that would be used against Iraq. This, however, is something 
that not even 9/11 commissioners Kean or Hamilton themselves knew at the time the commission was formed. 


PHILIP SHENON: (Philip) Zelikow was the author of a very important document issued by the White House in 
September 2002 that really turned military doctrine on it's head and said that the United States could become 
involved in preemptive war, preemptive defense. That we could attack a nation that didn't pose an immediate 
military threat to this country. And obviously in September of 2002 it sure appeared that that document was 
being written with one target in mind: Iraq. 

Now as I say, the author of the document at the time was anonymous. We didn't know that Philip Zelikow had 
written this thing and that becomes known I think widely on this day, if only in the final months of the 9/11 
Commission investigation and it appeared to pose yet another conflict of interest for Zelikow. 

MICHAEL DUFFY: Just to be clear, the pre-emptive doctrine comes out in September of 2002. The 
Commission is created formally in... 

SHENON: December 2002. 

DUFFY: . . . and do Kean and Hamilton, when they hire Zelikow, are they aware of his role as the author of the 
preemptive doctrine? 

SHENON: I don't believe so. 


(Source: After Words with Philip Shenon, March 2008) 


These conflicts of interest were not merely theoretical. After the victims' family members discovered Zelikow's 
links to the Bush administration, he was forced to recuse himself from the proceedings of the commission (which 
he himself was directing) that had to do with the Bush White House transition or the National Security Council. 


Hearing of Zelikow's appointment, former counter terrorism czar Richard Clarke (who Zelikow helped to 
demote during the Bush transition), remarked that "The fix is in," wondering aloud: "Could anyone have a more 
obvious conflict of interest than Zelikow?" 


Key staffers and even one of the commissioners threatened to quit the commission altogether when learning of 
Zelikow's history. 


When the 9/11 victims' family members discovered Zelikow's links, they protested his appointment. But unlike 
with Kissinger, this time their concerns were dismissed and Zelikow plowed ahead. 


As even Zelikow himself admits, his ties to the very figures he was supposedly investigating are a legitimate 
concern, and any real investigation of the 9/11 cover up would begin with him. 


PHILIP ZELIKOW: There's a whole welter of conspiracy theories about 9/11 floating around the internet, on 
videocasettes. There's a whole cottage industry in this, which if you haven't read much about it then you're a 
fortunate person. I get a lot of this. I actually figure very largely in a number of key conspiracy theories. 
[Laughter] 

No, to be fair, I worked with Condi Rice, right? I worked with her in the administration of Bush 41, so I guess I 
could be read as a plausible henchman executing a cover up. And it's a legitimate concern, especially if I hadn't 
had 81 other staffers keeping their eagle eye on me. 


(Source: Road to 9/11 : and where we are today) 


Conveniently left out of Zelikow's story about the "81 staffers" keeping their eye on his decisions is that they 
were staffers who were hired by him and under his complete control. In fact, Zelikow took over the hiring of the 
commission staff and even stopped staffers from communicating directly with the commissioners themselves. In 
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the first few months, the 9/11 commissioners themselves rarely even visited the commission because Zelikow 
denied them their own offices or the ability to hire their own staffers. 


The most remarkable example of Zelikow's dictatorial control came in March 2003, just three months into the 
commission's 16-month investigation began. It was at that time, before the commission had even convened a 
single hearing, that Zelikow, along with long-time associate and commission consultant Ernest May, co-wrote a 
complete outline of the final report. 


DAVID RAY GRIFFIN: Before the staff even had its first meeting, Zelikow had written, along with his former 
professor, Ernest May, a detailed outline of the commission's report, complete, as Shenon put it, with chapter 
headings, sub-headings, and sub-sub-headings. When Kean and Hamilton were later shown this outline they 
worried that it would be seen as evidence that the report's outcome had been predetermined, so the three of them 
decided to keep it a secret from the rest of the staff. 

When the staff did finally learn about this outline a year later they were alarmed. Some of them circulated a 
parody entitled 'The Warren Commission Report: Preemptive Outline.' One of its chapter headings read: 'Single 
Bullet: We Haven't Seen the Evidence Yet, But Really, We're Sure.' The implication was that the crucial chapter 
in the Zelikow-May outline could have been 'Osama Bin Laden and Al Qaeda: We Haven't Seen the Evidence 
Yet, But Really, We're Sure. 

(Source: The Toronto Hearings on 9/11 Uncut - David Ray Griffin - Day 1) 


So what exactly did Zelikow do as executive director? 


He allowed information in the commission's final report derived from illegal CIA torture sessions, despite not 
having access to the evidence of those sessions themselves (which were later illegally destroyed). This included 
the testimony of alleged "9/11 mastermind" Khalid Sheikh Mohammed who was waterboarded 183 times in a 
single month, whose children were kidnapped by the CIA, who was told that his children were going to be 
tortured with insects, and who eventually confessed to a whole series of plots, including bombing a bank that 
didn't exist at the time he was arrested. More than one quarter of the footnotes in the final commission report 
source from this torture testimony, and as Zelikow himself admitted, "quite a bit, if not most" of the 
commission's information on the 9/11 plot itself came from this testimony. 


Zelikow denied interviews and documents to staffers investigating the Saudi connection to the attacks, 
eventually firing one of them and removing the text of their investigation from the final report. 


He personally rewrote a commission staff statement to suggest a systematic link between Al Qaeda and Iraq 
before 9/11, outraging the authors of the original statement. 


He worked behind his own staffer's back to stop them from serving the Pentagon a subpoena to answer about 
information NORAD was withholding from the commission. 


He sat on a proposal to open a criminal investigation into FAA and military officials who lied to the commission 
for months, and then forwarded that proposal not to the Justice Department, who could have brought criminal 
charges, but to the Inspector General, who could not. 


And he covered up information on Able Danger, a military intelligence team that had identified several of the 
alleged 9/11 hijackers in the country before 9/11. 


Col. ANTHONY SHAFFER: After the initial disclosure, Dr. Zelikow came to me at the end of the meeting, 
gave me his card and said: "What you said today is critically important. Very important. Please come see me 
when you return to Washington, D.C." 
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I returned to Washington, D.C., January 2004, call in, they say "We want to see you, stand by." Nothing 
happens. 

A week goes by. I call again, they say: "We don't need you to come in. We have all the information on Able 
Danger we need, thank you anyway." And that was where it ended. 

JUDGE NAPOLITANO: Alright, so the information that you told Dr. Zelikow in Afghanistan about the CIA 
interfering with your ability to provide actionable intelligence to the United States government--intelligence that 
might have helped them find out who caused, 9/11--you were not permitted to testify about it? 

Col. ANTHONY SHAFFER: That's correct. 

JUDGE NAPOLITANO: OK. 

(Source: Judge Napolitano Exposing 9-11 Cover-Up With Col. Anthony Shaffer) 


From the initial outline to the final report, Zelikow carefully guided the process, hiring and firing the staff, 
directing their research efforts, deciding on witnesses, scrubbing information, and shielding his former 
colleagues in the White House from criticism. 


But perhaps more remarkable than the fact that "the fix was in" from the moment he took over the commission 
and began working on the predictive outline of the final report, is that he had in fact written about 9/11 and its 
eventual aftermath in 1998, three years before September 11th. 


In an article entitled "Catastrophic Terrorism: Tackling the New Danger," written for the Council on Foreign 
Relations' Foreign Affairs in November 1998, Zelikow and co-authors Ashton Carter and John Deutsche ask 
readers to imagine a catastrophic act of terrorism like the destruction of the World Trade Center. 


Like Pearl Harbor, the event would divide our past and future into a before and after. The United States might 
respond with draconian measures scaling back civil liberties, allowing wider surveillance of citizens, detention 
of suspects and use of deadly force. More violence could follow, either future terrorist attacks or U.S. 
counterattacks. Belatedly, Americans would judge their leaders negligent for not addressing terrorism more 
urgently. 


Zelikow's amazing prediction becomes somewhat less remarkable when we learn his own self-described 
expertise in the creation and management of "public myth." In a separate 1998 article on public myths, Zelikow 
identifies "generational" myths that are "formed by those pivotal events that become etched in the minds of those 
who have lived through them," before noting that the current set of public myths, formed during the New Deal in 
1933, are currently fading. 


Convenient for Zelikow, then, that the "Pearl Harbor" event that would define the next "generational" myth, 
known as the "War on Terror," would arrive just three years later, and that he would be in charge of the 
commission tasked with creating and managing the public perception of that myth. 


Indeed, given his central role in the cover up of 9/11 and deflecting concern away from legitimate 9/11 suspects, 
any true investigation into the events of September 11th would involve a thorough interrogation of Philip D. 
Zelikow. 


Suspect #4: Robert Baer 


A 21 year veteran of the CIA, Robert Baer is billed as "one of America’s most elite intelligence case officers." 
Having worked field assignments in Lebanon, Sudan, Morocco, Iraq and other international hotspots, he was 
praised by Pulitzer Prize-winning investigative journalist Seymour Hersh as "perhaps the best on-the-ground 
field officer in the Middle East." 
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He has written multiple books based on his experiences with the agency. He has worked as a consultant on 
documentary and television projects. He regularly appears as a commentator on CNN and other news outlets, 
and he writes a regular column on intelligence matters for Time. George Clooney's character in Syriana, Bob 
Barnes, is based on Baer and his experiences with the CIA. 


"... and 90% of what's left is in the Middle East. This is fight to the death." 

"I think we've got something that utilizes your ... specific skills set. 

"His moneys in a lot of dark corners." 

CLOONEY: "I want you to take him from his hotel, drug him, put him in the front of a car and run a truck into 
him at 50 miles an hour." 

"It's good to have you back in town, Bob." 


(Source: 'Syriana' Trailer) 


Robert Baer retired from the CIA in 1997 and received the agency's Career Intelligence Medal the following 
year. 


In short, he is a serious and well-respected career intelligence official. 


All of this makes it particularly stunning that in 2008 he told a team of citizen journalists in Los Angeles that he 
knew a man who "cashed out" the day before 9/11. 


JEREMY ROTHE-KUSHEL: ...the last thing I want to leave you with is the National Reconnaissance Office 
was running a drill of a plane crashing into their building and you know they’re staffed by DoD and CIA... 
ROBERT BAER: I know the guy that went into his broker in San Diego and said ‘cash me out, it’s going down 
tomorrow.’ 

JEREMY ROTHE-KUSHEL: Really? 

ROBERT BAER: Yeah. 

STEWART HOWE: That tells us something. 

ROBERT BAER: What? 

STEWART HOWE: That tells us something. 

ROBERT BAER: Well his brother worked at the White House. 

(SOURCE: WeAreChangeLA debriefs CIA Case Officer Robert Baer about apparent Mossad and White 
House 9/11 foreknowledge) 


Given Robert Baer's experience and training, it is difficult to comprehend just how significant the information 
that he just casually admits here really is. We are left with only two possibilities: either Baer is lying, or he has 
direct knowledge of someone "whose brother worked at the White House" who had foreknowledge of the 9/11 
plot. There is no middle ground here. 


The man Robert Baer claims to know is at least an accessory before the fact to the crimes of 9/11, if not an actual 
accomplice or co-conspirator in those crimes. By failing to report this information to the investigative 
authorities, Baer leaves himself open to being an accessory after the fact to those same crimes. 


Title 18 Section 3 of the US Code defines the criteria for an "Accessory After the Fact" to a crime committed 
against the United States: 


Whoever, knowing that an offense against the United States has been committed, receives, relieves, comforts or 
assists the offender in order to hinder or prevent his apprehension, trial or punishment, is an accessory after the 
fact. 
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Given the exceptionally grave nature of this admission and its repercussions, one would suppose that Baer has 
been questioned by other media and/or the FBI and made to discuss in detail precisely who it was who cashed 
out and how he knew about the 9/11 plot in advance. But one would be wrong. Since making this stunning 
admission to the cameras of We Are Change Los Angeles, no one has ever asked Baer for more information 
about the case. 


So what does Robert Baer say about the possibility of a 9/11 inside job? 


In 2007, writing about the CIA's admission that they illegally destroyed the videotaped interrogations of high 
profile terror suspects, Baer said: 


I myself have felt the pull of the conspiracy theorists — who believe that 9/11 was an inside job, somehow 
pulled off by the U.S. government. For the record, I don't believe that the World Trade Center was brought down 
by our own explosives, or that a rocket, rather than an airliner, hit the Pentagon. I spent a career in the CIA 
trying to orchestrate plots, wasn't all that good at it, and certainly couldn't carry off 9/11. Nor could the real pros 
I had the pleasure to work with. 


But just one year before he gave a very different answer to Thomas Hartmann on his radio show. 


THOMAS HARTMANN: So are you personally of the opinion, obviously you can't speak for the CIA or your 
previous activities with the agency, but are you of the opinion that there was an aspect of "inside job" to 9/11 
within the U.S. Government? 

ROBERT BAER: There's that possibility. The evidence points at it. 

HARTMANN: And why is not being investigated? 

BAER: Why isn't the WMD story being investigated? Why hasn't anybody been held accountable for 9/11? I 
mean, we held people accountable after Pearl Harbor. So why has there been no change of command, why have 
there been no political repercussions? Why has there not been any sort of exposure on this? It really makes you 
wonder. 

(Source: Robert Baer on 9/11) 


So why is Robert Baer hiding the identity of a 9/11 accomplice or co-conspirator? And will the FBI be asking 
him for details of this story any time soon? Until the American public show some interest in this shocking 
admission, it is unlikely that anything will happen. 


Suspect #5: Gen. Ralph Eberhart 


According to the official story of September 11, 2001, four hijacked airliners flew wildly off course over the 
most sensitive airspace in the United States for 109 minutes without being intercepted by a single fighter jet. As 
Commander-in-Chief of the North American Aerospace Defense Command on 9/11, General Ralph Eberhart 
was in charge of the largest failure to defend North American airspace in history. 


Rather than accepting blame for his command's complete lack of response that morning, however, or even 
expressing regret about what had occurred, General Eberhart instead spent the rest of his career attempting to pin 
the blame for this failure squarely on the FAA. 


GEN. EBERHART: You've read a lot over the last two and a half years about what NORAD did and did not do 
that morning and should have done in the years and months leading up to that attack. Ground truth is that 
NORAD was charged to support the FAA in the event of a hijacking. Our role was to respond to the request 
from FAA to get airborne, fly, shadow the hijacked airplane, say whether the hijacked airplane was following the 
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instructions of the air traffic controller, of FAA, and in the terrible situation that that plane crashed, or that 
airplane exploded in mid-air, document that tragedy. 
(Source: Homeland Defense in the Global War on Terrorism) 


Although Eberhart's version of events was cemented into place as the official story of 9/11 propounded by the 
9/11 commission, they are in fact self-serving lies. 


In Eberhart's version of events, NORAD is completely subordinate to the FAA. In reality, however, NORAD is 
specifically tasked with dealing with such events itself, not waiting passively for FAA orders. NORAD's own 
regulations for dealing with hijacked jets specifically state that "FAA Authorization for Interceptor Operations is 
not used for intercept and airborne surveillance of hijacked aircraft within the [continental United States]." 


These standard operating procedures were not merely theoretical, or some obscure regulation that would have 
been unfamiliar to the four-star general in charge of defending American airspace. In the year 2000 alone, 
NORAD scrambled fighters in response to "unknowns"--pilots who didn't file or diverted from flight plans or 
used the wrong frequency--129 times. 


Perhaps even more remarkable, however, is that Eberhart and NORAD offered not one, not two, not three, but 
four separate timelines of their complete lack of response that morning. The first, offered by Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff Richard Myers just two days after the attacks during his confirmation hearings in the 
Senate, claimed that not a single fighter was scrambled to intercept any of the airliners until after the incident at 
the Pentagon. One week later, NORAD released a partial timeline that indicated they had in fact received 
advance notification about three of the planes with as much as 20 minutes warning, more than enough time for 
the planes to have been intercepted. A third story emerged in May 2003; this time, NORAD was only contacted 
about Flight 175 at 9:05, 3 minutes after it crashed into the south tower. The official story, found in the 9/11 
Commission's final report, was that NORAD received no advance notice of any of the flights. Eberhart and the 
military were completely exonerated. 


However, Eberhart had testified in October 2001 that NORAD had been notified about Flight 77 at 9:24 AM. 
The 9/11 Commission determined that this was a lie. Regardless of the truth or untruth of any of these accounts, 
the simple fact is that, according to the 9/11 Commission itself, Eberhart had lied to Congress, which is in fact a 
crime. By the 9/11 Commission's own account, Eberhart should have been tried. 


But Eberhart's lies do not end there. 


GEN. EBERHART: Many people will talk about that they knew that there was going to be an attack. They 
knew that people were going to take over an aircraft and fly it into a building. I can tell you that there was no 
credible intelligence at that time to go build a defense against that type of attack. Tragically, we were wrong. We 
were wrong. 

(Source: Homeland Defense in the Global War on Terrorism) 


Once again, Eberhart's depiction of events is a self-serving and easily demonstrable lie. 


Not only had NORAD envisioned such a scenario, they had been training for it extensively in the years leading 
up to 9/11. Between October 1998 and September 2001, NORAD had conducted 28 exercise events involving 
hijackings. At least five of those hijack scenarios involved "a suicide crash into a high-value target." 
Furthermore, at least six of the exercises took place completely within American airspace, putting to rest the oft- 
heard excuse that NORAD wasn't prepared for threats from within the US. 
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Another note that would be of interest to prosecutors looking at potential foreknowledge of the 9/11 attacks 
pertains to Eberhart's dual role as Commander-in-Chief of US Space Command, where he was responsible for 
setting something called the "Infocon threat level." Established in March 1999, the Infocon threat level was 
designed as a measure of the threat to Defense Department computer systems and networks and different levels 
required different protocols for securing communications and information systems. At 9:09 PM on September 
10, 2001, less than 12 hours before the attacks began, Eberhart reduced Infocon to Level 5 , the lowest threat 
level, making it easier for hackers to compromise Defense Department systems and controls. Eberhart has never 
been asked about this change in the public record. 


There are a laundry list of other questionable actions that Eberhart took on 9/11: 


e His failure to implement military control over US airspace. 

e His decision to drive from Peterson Air Force Base to NORAD's Cheyenne Mountain Control Center at 
9:30 AM, right in the middle of the attack, despite knowing this would involve loss of communication for 
part of the drive, and the fact that it took him 45 minutes to complete the 30 minute trip. 


e His decision to ground all fighter jets by ordering them to battle stations instead of ordering them to 
scramble at 9:49 AM. 


e And even NORAD's inability to turn over basic documentation to government investigators. 


The official story of 9/11 is a lie. But Eberhart's story is a lie within that lie, designed to absolve himself and 
other members of the US military charged with defending American airspace that morning from the most 
catastrophic failure in that mission in their history. And not only did Eberhart survive with his career intact, he 
was praised as a"9/11 hero" and moved into the private sector after leaving NORAD in 2004, as chairman and 
board member of a number of companies that directly benefited from the post-9/11 police state and the post-9/11 
war on terror. 


Ralph E. Eberhart remains at large. 


Suspect #6: The Dancing Israelis 


DAN RATHER: Some evil is just ... it can't be explained. 

DAVID LETTERMAN: Are these people happy? Are they joyous now? Are they celebrating? Thank God? 
DAN RATHER: Oh absolutely, they're celebrating. There's one report, this has not been confirmed but there is 
several eye[witness] reports that there was a cell, one of these cells across the Hudson River. And they got on the 
... this is the report and I emphasize that I don't know this for a fact but there's several witnesses who say this 
happened. They got on the roof of a building to look across, they knew what was gonna happen. They were 
waiting for it to happen and when it happened they celebrated. They jumped for joy. 

(SOURCE: The Late Show with David Letterman - 09/17/01) 


In the days after 9/11, while Ground Zero continued to smolder, millions heard Dan Rather and various media 
outlets repeat vague and unconfirmed reports of arrests that took place that day. These rumors held that Middle 
Eastern men, presumably Arabs, were arrested in explosive-packed vans in various places around the city on 
September 11th, and that some had even been photographing and celebrating those events. What most do not 
realize is that those reports were not mere rumors, and we now have thousands of pages of FBI, CIA and DOJ 
reports documenting those arrests. 


MARIA: I grabbed my binoculars and I'm trying to look at the Twin Towers but what caught my attention was 
down there I see this van parked and I see 3 guys on top of the van. They seemed to be taking a movie and I 
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could see that they were like happy and laughing. They didn't look shocked to me, you know what I mean? They 
didn't look shocked. 


(SOURCE: The Five Dancing Israelis - 9/11/2001 - Our Purpose Was To Document The Event) 


The men were spotted shortly after 8:46 AM, yet somehow at this early stage, just minutes after the first plane 
strike on the World Trade Center, they were already positioned in a parking lot in Liberty State Park, taking 
pictures of the towers and celebrating. They left the scene shortly after being spotted and at 3:31 PM the FBI 
issued an all points bulletin advising officers in the Greater New York area to be on the lookout for a "White, 
2000 Chevrolet van...with ‘Urban Moving Systems’ sign on back." 


At 3:56 PM, the van was spotted traveling eastward on State Route 3 in New Jersey and pulled over by Officer 
Scott DeCarlo and Sgt. Dennis Rivelli of the East Rutherford police department. Inside they found five men: 
Sivan Kurzberg and his brother, Paul, Yaron Shmuel, Oded Ellner, and Omar Marmari. 


BERNICE STEGERS: A major terrorist man-hunt began and, just 6 hours after the attack, the van was stopped 
at a roadblock by patrolman Scott De Carlo. 

SCOTT De CARLO: We were asked to detain the van and the passengers. They were just removed from the 
vehicle, patted down for safety precautions and detained. 

I think once the FBI arrived, one of them stated that they were on our side or something to that effect. 


(SOURCE: The 9/11 Conspiracies - Ch 4) 


According to the police report of the incident, Sivan Kurzberg told Officer DeCarlo: "We are Israeli. We are not 
your problem. Your problems are our problems. The Palestinians are the problem." 


Their official story: they were just Israeli tourists working for a moving company who had heard about the first 
World Trade Center strike and rushed to get a better view of the events. 


BERNICE STEGERS: They told interrogators they were working for Urban Moving, a shipping and storage 
firm run by an Israeli businessman, who often employed Israeli students without work permits. The men say 
there was an innocent explanation for what was found in the van. and their behavior on 9/11. They were, they 
say, "simply on a working holiday." 

PAUL KURZBERG: We heard in the news that one of the plane was crashing down the buildings and we 
thought it was an accident at the beginning. So, we went up to the roof of Urban Moving and we saw the 
building burning. 

YARON SCHMUEL: There is a better view from a building in Jersey that is up a hill, straight-line to the World 
Trade Center. We decided to go up there, it's 2-3 minutes from the office, stand over there and take some 
pictures. Everyone wants pictures like this in his camera. 

(SOURCE: The 9/11 Conspiracies - Ch 4) 


Although this narrative is still trotted out when the story of the dancing Israelis is raised in the media, it is an 
easily demonstrable lie. 


FBI reports confirm that the men were not taking somber pictures of a horrific event. When their 76 pictures 
were developed, they revealed the men had indeed been celebrating; smiling, hugging each other, and high- 
fiving. One of the pictures even featured Sivan Kurzberg holding a lighter up with the burning tower in the 
background. 


And these were no ordinary tourists. Oded Ellner had $4,700 stuffed into his sock. They lied to the police about 
where they had been that morning. They were carrying plane tickets for immediate departure to different places 
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around the globe. The FBI confirmed that two of the men had ties to Israeli intelligence and came to suspect that 
they had indeed been on a mission for the Mossad. 


And of course, after returning to Israel Ellner claimed on national Israeli TV that they had been sent there "to 
document the event." 


ODED ELLNER (Translation): And at that point we were taken for another round of questioning. This time 
related to us allegedly being members of Mossad. 

The fact of the matter is, we are coming from a country that experiences terror daily. Our purpose was to 
document the event. 

(SOURCE: Inside Israel) 


Their purpose was to "document the event"? But how could they possibly have known what "event" they were 
documenting at that point, before the second plane strike when those few who even knew about the situation had 
assumed it to be an accident or pilot error? 


And when did they arrive at the parking lot to "document the event" anyway? 


The FBI reports show how the men gave confused and often conflicting accounts of when and how they learned 
about what was happening and when they arrived at the parking lot. Oded Ellner even said they had arrived their 
shortly after 8:00 AM, which would have been 45 minutes before the attacks even began [see page 45 here]. This 
is in line with one of the eyewitnesses that had placed their Urban Moving Systems van at the parking lot at 8:00 
AM [see page 33 here]. How could they have been in place and ready to "document the event" unless they knew 
what was about to happen? 


Anyway you cut it, this story is unbelievable. Men with documented connections to Israeli intelligence and 
working in the United States without appropriate permits were detained after having been caught celebrating the 
attack on the World Trade Center at a time when no one knew that the WTC strike was an attack. So surely these 
men are locked behind bars to this day, right? Surely they were transferred to Guantanamo and held without trial 
for 15 years as part of the "War on Terror," weren't they? 


No. They were immediately transferred to federal custody, held for 71 days, and then deported back to Israel. 
The owner of the "Urban Moving Systems" company that had employed them, Dominik Suter, was investigated 
by the FBI, too. They concluded that "Urban Moving may have been providing cover for an Israeli intelligence 
operation" and even seized records and computer systems from the company's offices. When they went back to 
question him again on September 14th, he had fled back to Israel. 


And what about the dancing Israelis' pictures themselves? The Justice Department destroyed their copies on 
January 27, 2014. 


And these intelligence agents on an intelligence mission who were there to "document the event" of 9/11 before 
anyone knew 9/11 was taking place? Don't worry, they were just spying on Arab terrorists. 


ELIZABETH VARGAS: And while the FBI or certain sources might believe that in fact they were Israeli 
intelligence, they don't believe that the US was a target. That they were actually investigating Muslim groups? 
JOHN MILLER: They believe if this was an intelligence operation by Israel, that it was focused on the Islamic 
groups and charities that raise money for groups that are considered by US Law Enforcement and others terrorist 
groups. You'll note that after September 11th, the US moved on many of these groups with indictments, arrests, 
raids on their headquarters, something that hadn't happened prior to this. 
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ELIZABETH VARGAS: These are groups that Israel believe have been funding Hamas and other terrorists 
organizations? 

JOHN MILLER: Groups that are responsible for most of the suicide bombings there. 

(SOURCE: ABC News 20/20 preview - June 21, 2002) 


But this story is not merely preposterous on its face; even the implications of this story are themselves 
preposterous. If indeed the "official story" is a ridiculous lie, then are we to believe that these crack Israeli 
Mossad operatives who were presumably aware of the attack that was about to take place had been sent to 
photograph the burning tower from a parking lot across the Hudson River? And that these specially trained 
intelligence professionals on their super secret mission were celebrating, high-fiving and going out of their way 
to be noticed in performance of their task? This is equally preposterous. 


The only other possible conclusion is that these men were serving merely as a distraction. That they were not 
there to photograph for Israeli intelligence one of the most heavily photographed scenes in the world on that 
morning, but instead to be noticed and arrested as a way to divert attention from a much bigger and more sinister 


story. 
So if they were meant to distract from a bigger story, what story could that possibly be? 


BRIT HUME: It has been more than 16 years since a civilian working for the Navy was charged with passing 
secrets to Israel. Jonathan Pollard pled guilty to conspiracy to commit espionage and is serving a life sentence. 
At first Israeli leaders claimed Pollard was part of a rogue operation but later took responsibility for his work. 
Now, Fox News has learned some US investigators believe that there are Israelis again very much engaged in 
spying in and on the US. Who may have known things they didn't tell us before September 11th. Fox News 
correspondent Carl Cameron has details in the first of a 4 part series. 

CARL CAMERON: Since September 11th more than 60 Israelis have been arrested or detained. Either under 
the new PATRIOT anti-terrorism law or for immigration violations. 

A handful of active Israeli military were among those detained, according to investigators, who say some of the 
detainees also failed polygraph questions when asked about alleged surveillance activities against and in the 
Unites States. 

There is no indication that the Israelis were involved in the 9/11 attacks but investigators suspect that the Israelis 
may have gathered intelligence about the attacks in advance and not shared it. A highly placed investigator said 
there are "tie-ins" but when asked for details he flatly refused to describe them saying: "Evidence linking these 
Israelis to 9-11 is classified. I cannot tell you about the evidence that has been gathered. It is classified 
information. 

Asked this week about another sprawling investigation and the detention of 60 Israelis since September 11th, the 
Bush administration treated the questions like hot potatoes. 

ARI FLEISCHER: | would just refer you to the Department of Justice with it. I'm not familiar with the report. 
COLIN POWELL: I'm aware that some Israeli citizens have been detained. With respect to why they are being 
detained and the other aspects of your question, whether it's because they are in intelligence services or what 
they were doing, I will defer to the Department of Justice and the FBI to answer that. 

CARL CAMERON: Beyond the 60 apprehended or detained and many deported since September 11th, another 
group of 140 Israeli individuals have been arrested and detained in this year. In what government documents 
describe as, "An organized intelligence gathering operation designed to "penetrate government facilities." Most 
of those individuals said they had served in the Israeli military, which is compulsory there, but they also had, 
most of them, intelligence expertise and either worked for AMDOCS or other companies in Israel that specialize 
in wiretapping. Earlier this week the Israeli Embassy here in Washington denied any spying against or in the 
United States. 


[...] 
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BRIT HUME: Carl, what about this question of advanced knowledge of what was going to happen on 9/11? 
How clear are investigators that some Israeli agents may have known something? 

CARL CAMERON: Well it's very explosive information obviously and there is a great deal of evidence that 
they say they have collected. None of it necessarily conclusive. It's more when they put it all together a big 
question they say is, "How could they have not have known?" Almost a direct quote, Brit. 

(SOURCE: Israeli software spying on US - FOX - Dec 2001) 


The most phenomenal part of this report is not that it was eventually erased from the web by Fox News itself, but 
that it ever made it to the air at all. In December of 2001, Fox News investigative reporter Carl Cameron filed an 
explosive 4-part series that went in-depth into an Israeli art student spying ring that had been under investigation 
before 9/11, extensive Israeli wiretapping of sensitive US government communications, and the 60 Israeli spies 
that were detained in the wake of the September 11th attacks. Unsurprisingly, the story was quickly dropped and 
no mainstream journalists dared to continue probing into the matter. 


This is the real story of Israeli spies and 9/11; not some vague rumours about some dancing Israelis but an FBI 
dragnet that swept up the largest foreign spying ring ever caught red-handed on American soil. And although the 
FBI were convinced that these spies knew about 9/11 in advance, their investigations were stifled and the issue 
was swept under the rug. Rather than making Israel enemy number one in the war on terror, Israel remains to this 
day the US' "most important ally." 


HILLARY CLINTON: And if I'm fortunate enough to be elected President, the United States will re-affirm we 
have a strong and enduring national interest in Israels security. 

(SOURCE: Hillary Clinton AIPAC Full Speech - March, 2016) 

DONALD TRUMP: In 2001, weeks after the attacks on New York City and on Washington and frankly the 
attacks on all of us, attacks that were perpetrated by the Islamic fundamentalists, Mayor Rudy Giuliani visited 
Israel to show solidarity with terror victims. I sent my plane because I backed the mission for Israel 100%. 
(SOURCE: Donald Trump AIPAC Full Speech - March, 2016) 


But perhaps this is understandable. After all, we all remember how Yasser Arafat gloated about 9/11 and said it 
was good for Palestinians, right? 


Oh wait, that wasn't Yasser Arafat. It was Benjamin Netanyahu. 


AMY GOODMAN: The Israeli newspaper, Maariv, has reported Israels former Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu has publicly said the September 11th attacks have been good for Israel. Netanyahu said: 

"We are benefiting from one thing, and that is the attack on the Twin Towers and Pentagon, and the American 
struggle in Iraq." 

(SOURCE: "Sept 11 was good for Israel"' - Democracy Now - April 17, 2008) 

DONALD TRUMP: My name is Donald Trump and I'm a big fan of Israel. And frankly a strong Prime 
Minister, is a strong Israel and you truly have a great Prime Minister in Benjamin Netanyahu, there's nobody like 
him. He's a winner, he's highly respected, he's highly thought of by all. 

And people really do have great, great respect for whats happened in Israel. 

So vote for Benjamin, terrific guy, terrific leader, great for Israel. 

(SOURCE: Donald Trump Endorsement for Prime Minister Netanyahu) 


Given that the ultimate consequence of 9/11 was the beginning of a now 15 year long struggle to transform the 
Middle East, a struggle that the neocons that went on to populate the Bush administration had been openly 
advocating since the "Clean Break" policy paper in the mid-1990s, it isn't hard to see how the September 11th 
attacks were indeed a boon for Israel. But information linking Israeli spies to advance knowledge of 9/11 
remains "classified information." 
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In a world of true justice, the dancing Israelis and other Israeli spies with insider advance knowledge of the 9/11 
attacks, who openly celebrated those attacks, would be the targets of the "war on terror," not its beneficiaries. 
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9/11 War Games (Episode 346) 
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Little did we know at the time, 9/11 was not a normal day of blue sky aviation. On the contrary, it was one of the 
busiest days in the history of American aviation, a dense forest of live fly exercises, drills, simulations, fake 
radar injects and utter confusion. And that was before the attacks even began. This is the story of 9/11 that you 
didn’t watch unfold on your TV that fateful day in 2001. This is the story of the 9/11 War Games. 


Watch this documentary on BitChute / Dtube 

TRANSCRIPT 

When we remember the events of 9/11, we are often invited to reflect on how the attack came out of the clear, 
blue sky. Until the terror began to unfold in real time on everyone’s television screen, it was just another 


beautiful, blue sky day, a perfect day for aviation. 


CNN ANCHOR: It is 8 AM in Salisbury, North Carolina, 7:00 a.m. in Chicago, 5:00 a.m. in Calaveras County, 
California, where the news is being made on this Tuesday, September 1 1th. 


CNN ANCHOR 2: From CNN... 


MATT LAUER: Anyway, that’s all coming up. 8:01 let’s get to the top news stories of the morning. For that we 
turn to Anne Curry. 


ANN CURRY: Because now we have a camera. Katy, Matt and Al, thank you so much this morning. Good 
morning, everybody, again. 


SARAH FERGUSON: ...but isn’t in America, in politics, isn’t spinning...What is spinning, Charlie? 
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CHARLIE GIBSON: Well, spinning is getting out your point of view, trying to put your interpretation on 
something. 


FERGUSON: So do you think there is a lot of spinning done in politics... 


FOX ANCHOR: ...Miss America pageant, but this year things are different. Contestants will be quizzed on 
current events, US history and government. 10 of the 51 contestants got a preview. Among the questions: 
Naming the current vice president, and knowing what happened December 7th, 1941. Two contestants didn’t 
know Dick Cheney was the vice president and four missed the bombing of Pearl Harbor. 


EARLY SHOW: Miles and miles of sunshine. Miles Davis. Going to put Miles out there today. Nice as it could 
be across the Northeast. Rough seas still from from the chop from that hurricane, but other than that it’s kind of 
quiet around the country. We like quiet. It’s quiet. It’s too quiet. 


SOURCE: “It’s Too Quiet” The Early Morning Television of 9/11/2001 


But that was merely the public’s impression of the events from ground level. Little did we know at the time, 9/11 
was not a normal day of blue sky aviation. On the contrary, it was one of the busiest days in the history of 
American aviation, a dense forest of live fly exercises, drills, simulations, fake radar injects and utter confusion. 
And that was before the attacks even began. 


This is the story of 9/11 that you didn’t watch unfold on your TV that fateful day in 2001. This is the story of the 
9/11 War Games. 


PART ONE —- WAR GAMES 


It only stands to reason that government employees, armed forces and first responders spend a considerable 
amount of time every year training to respond to crises. A major, catastrophic event may only happen once in a 
lifetime, but if and when it does occur, the appropriate personnel need to know how to respond. 


Not all military exercises and government drills are the same, however. These training events can range all the 
way from computer simulations and war games—where no personnel are deployed and no physical resources are 
committed—to live field exercises where real people use real equipment and even real munitions to practice 
responding to real-world emergencies or simulate real warfare. And as these drills and exercises move from 
abstract models to real-life exercises, the line between reality and simulation can become blurry. 


What does it mean, then, when a simulation of an emergency takes place at the exact same place and time as that 
real emergency is happening in real life? 


PETER POWER: Today we were running an exercise for a company—bearing in mind I’m now in the private 
sector—and we sat everybody down in the City. A thousand people involved in the whole organization, but the 
crisis team. And the most peculiar thing was we based our scenario on the simultaneous attacks on that 
underground and mainline station so we had to suddenly switch an exercise from fictional to real. 


[...] 


INTERVIEWER: Just to get this right, you were actually working today on an exercise that envisioned 
virtually this scenario? 


POWER: Almost precisely. 
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SOURCE: Peter Power 7/7 Terror Rehearsal 


In the hours after the July 7th, 2005 bombings in London, Peter Power gave a series of interviews to various 
outlets confirming that he had been running an exercise at the exact time of the attack. That exercise envisioned 
bombs going off at Liverpool Street, King’s Cross, and Russell Square at exactly the same time as real bombs 
were going off at those very locations. 


PETER POWER: At half past 9 this morning we were actually running an exercise for a company of over a 
thousand people in London based on simultaneous bombs going off precisely at the railway stations where it 
happened this morning, so I still have the hairs on the back of my neck standing up right now. 


HOST: To get this quite straight, you were running an exercise to see how you would cope with this and it 
happened while you were running the exercise? 


POWER: Precisely. 
SOURCE: Peter Power 7/7 Terror Rehearsal 


What are we to make of this? Is this just a remarkable coincidence? Proof of the the keen insight of advisors like 
Peter Power in correctly predicting the locations and times of likely terror attacks? Or something altogether 
different? And, if this was set up by some intelligence agency or someone with advance knowledge of the real 
attack, what would be the point? Why would they bother to schedule a drill “rehearsing the event” at the same 
time as the event itself? 


Just as there are various kinds of drills, war games and exercises, so, too, are there different ways that such 
simulations could be used to help facilitate an actual event. A drill could be used to distract security services and 
hinder responses, for example, thus helping an attack to succeed. Or the exercise could act as an alibi in case the 
plot is discovered before it can take place. Or, in an even more chilling scenario, a war game or training event 
could be used to recruit patsies who, believing they are only taking part in an exercise, unwittingly move people 
or equipment into place for a real attack. 

KIMMY: Yes! I am the king! Numero uno, baby. Mmmm mmmm. 

(The Gunmen walk over to Kimmy.) 

BYERS: Find something? 

KIMMY: Yep. I wound up in some government think-tank’s upload directory. Here’s your scenarios, ladies. 
BYERS: It’s in clear. Counter-terrorism scenarios. War games developed for the Defense Department. 
FROHIKE: What’s Scenario 12-D? 

(Kimmy clicks on the file. A dialog box on the screen opens.) 

FILE INFO 

scenario_12D.txt 


Domestic Airline In-Flight Terrorist Act 


LANGLY: Airline terrorism? That doesn’t make sense. Your father was murdered over a war game? 
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BYERS: Download it. 


SOURCE: 9/11 X-Files — The Lone Gunmen Pilot (Predictive Programming) 


Incredibly, the plot of the pilot episode of “The Lone Gunmen,” a spin-off of the popular X-Files television 
program, aired in March 2001, depicted a scenario in which a group of government insiders piggy-backed on a 
military war game involving a hijacked airplane to remote control a civilian passenger jet into the World Trade 
Center. 


BYERS SNR: What the hell are you doing? Why can’t you stay out of this. Leave me buried. 
BYERS: What is scenario 12-D? 
(BYERS SNR doesn’t respond.) 


BYERS: We know it’s a war game scenario. That it has to do with airline counter-terrorism. Why is it important 
enough to kill for. 


BYERS SNR: Because it’s no longer a game. 
BYERS: But if some terrorist group wants to act out this scenario, then why target you for assassination? 
BYERS SNR: Depends on who your terrorists are. 


BYERS: The men who conceived of it the first place. You’re saying our government is planning to commit a 
terrorist act against a domestic airline? 


BYERS SNR: There you go again. Blaming the entire government as usual. In fact, a small faction ... 
BYERS: For what possible gain? 


BYERS SNR: The Cold War’s over, John. But with no clear enemy to stockpile against, the arms market’s flat. 
But bring down a fully loaded 727 into the middle of New York City and you’ll find a dozen tinpot dictators all 
over the world just clamoring to take responsibility, and begging to be smart-bombed. 


But as outlandish as this idea seems to those not immersed in military history or strategy, the idea of a war game 
“going live” is not limited to the world of fiction. In fact, it is a real and openly-acknowledged secret among 
military planners that such exercises can be used as an operational cover for a real attack. Reflecting on lessons 
learned from his tenure as Secretary of Defense under Ronald Reagan, Casper Weinberger observed that “the 
difference between a realistic exercise or maneuver and what could be preparations for an attack, that line is 
sometimes quite blurred.” 


And Weinberger should know. It was under his watch that a “fictional” war game scenario brought the world to 
the brink of a very real global thermonuclear war. 


In 1983, at the height of Cold War tensions over the Reagan Administration’s moves to increase the US nuclear 
arsenal and his national security directive calling for the ability to win a nuclear war, NATO decided to simulate 
a first-strike nuclear attack on the Soviet Union in an exercise dubbed “Able Archer 83.” As recently declassified 
documents show, the exercise was unprecedented in its scale and scope, even involving a very real radio-silent 
air lift of 19,000 US troops to Europe. So realistic was the build up of forces and the preparations for nuclear 
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strikes during these “war games” that, as we now know from these documents kept hidden from the public for 30 
years, Able Archer 83 very nearly caused a real nuclear exchange. 


But these concerns about war games going live did not end with the break up of the Soviet Union. On September 
10, 2001, the Russian Air Force began a week-long training exercise over the North Atlantic, Pacific, and Arctic 
Oceans. The exercise simulated a Russian bombing attack in response to NATO aggression. On September 9, 
2001, NORAD announced they would be deploying additional fighter aircraft to Forward Operating Locations in 
Alaska and Northern Canada to monitor the exercise and “ensure that our air sovereignty is maintained.” The 
Russians called off their war game when the 9/11 attacks began to unfold. 


Military planners know that simulations and war games can be used as cover for real attacks. But what about 
9/11? Were there any exercises, simulations or drills that had a bearing on what was happening on that fateful 
day? 


PART TWO — PREPARATIONS 


In the wake of 9/11, the Bush Administration’s mantra became that no one could have imagined such an attack 
before it took place. 


REPORTER: Why shouldn’t this be seen as an intelligence failure, that you were unable to predict something 
happening here? 


CONDOLEEZZA RICE: Steve, I don’t think anybody could have predicted that these people would take an 
airplane and slam it into the World Trade Center, take another one and slam it into the Pentagon; that they would 
try to use an airplane as a missile, a hijacked airplane as a missile. 


SOURCE: Press Briefing by National Security Advisor Dr. Condoleezza Rice, May 16, 2002 
DONALD RUMSFELD: First, I must say, I know of no intelligence during the roughly six plus months leading 


up to September 11 th that indicated terrorists intended to hijack commercial airliners and fly them into the 
Pentagon or the World Trade Towers. If we had had such information, we could have acted on it. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission: Defense 


GEORGE W. BUSH: Nobody in our government, at least, and I don’t think the prior government, could 
envision flying airplanes into buildings on such a massive scale. 


SOURCE: President Addresses the Nation in Prime Time Press Conference, April 13, 2004 


But, like everything else the Bush Administration told the public about 9/11, this, too, was a lie. Not only had 
government officials “envisioned flying airplanes into buildings” or “using an airplane as a missile,” but multiple 
agencies trained for just such an event prior to 9/11. In fact, as General Richard Myers—Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff from 2001 to 2005—went on to tell the 9/11 Commission, this precise scenario of a hijacked jet 
being flown into a high value target was drilled by NORAD not once or twice but five separate times in the run- 
up to September 11th. 


On November 6th, 1999, they simulated an event in which terrorists hijacked a passenger jet flying out of JFK 
with the intention of crashing it into the United Nations building in New York. 
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On June 5th, 2000, they simulated two hijackings, one in which the terrorists intended to fly the plane into the 
Statue of Liberty, and the other in which the intended target was the White House. 


An October 16th, 2000, NORAD drill saw a hijacker once again targeting the UN building, as did a nearly 
identical exercise on October 23rd of that year. 


One of NORAD’s pre-9/11 hijack drills even saw the World Trade Center itself become the intended target. 


Other exercises involved not just hijacked jets as weapons, but tested NORAD’s response to simultaneous 
hijackings being used in a coordinated attack on American airspace. 


MR. BEN-VENISTE: Well, obviously it would be hard to imagine posturing for the exact scenario. But isn’t it 
a fact, sir, that prior to September 11th, 2001, NORAD had already in the works plans to simulate in an exercise 
a simultaneous hijacking of two planes in the United States? 


GEN. MCKINLEY: Colonel Scott, do you have any data on that? I’m not aware of that, sir. I was not present at 
the time. 


MR. BEN-VENISTE: That was Operation Amalgam Virgo. 


SOURCE: Terrorist Attacks and Response 


Amalgam Virgo is an annual NORAD field training exercise, meaning that real aircraft are deployed and actual 
personnel are used to “simulate” real-life situations. The planning document for Amalgam Virgo 01, which took 
place in June 2001, featured a picture of Osama Bin Laden surrounded by airplanes. Amalgam Virgo 02, which 
was already in the planning stages on 9/11 and actually took place in June 2002, involved a simulated hijacking 
of a real Delta Airlines 757 by “military personnel acting as civilian passengers” and ran through multiple 
scenarios for stopping the plane from reaching its target, including a shoot down. 


But as uncanny as these similarities are to real life events, declassified documents from the 9/11 Commission 
archive show that many other types of hijack scenarios were practiced in the three years before September 11th. 
These documents prove that many of the lies told about the “confused” response to the 9/11 attacks are just that: 
lies. 


We have long been told, for instance, that NORAD wasn’t set up to deal with a domestic hijacking threat 
because the agency was solely focused on outward threats. 


RICHARD MYERS: It’s the way that we were directed to posture, looking outward. Those were the orders that 
NORAD had and has had for — ever since the end of the Soviet Union when we had at that time I think it was 
26 alert sites around the United States and we’d gone down to seven. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Hearing, June 17, 2004 


But time after time between 1999 and 2001, NORAD simulated so-called “inside-inside” events, where domestic 
airliners bound for domestic destinations were hijacked en route. General Myers simply lied when he said that 
NORAD’s defenses were only directed toward outside threats. As these documents show, NORAD was actively 
engaged in modeling domestic terror threats, not only domestic civilian airliner hijackings but even one scenario, 
dubbed “Fertile Rice,” in which Osama bin Laden directed an attack on Washington using a drone aircraft laden 
with explosives. 
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And these were not the only pre-9/11 “training” events that bore a striking resemblance to the actual attacks. The 
specific scenario of a plane crashing into the Pentagon was drilled not just once or twice, but at least three 
separate times in the year prior to September 11th. 


In October 2000, a Pentagon mass casualty exercise, or “MASCAL,” envisioned a scenario in which a passenger 
jet hit the Pentagon. Army medics, the Arlington Fire Department and other emergency responders participated 
in the drill. 


In May 2001, another Pentagon Mass Casualty Exercise tested responses to a passenger jet crashing into the 
Pentagon’s courtyard. This time, the tri-Service DiLorenzo Health Care Clinic and the Air Force Flight Medicine 
Clinic participated in the training. Lieutenant Colonel John Felicio, deputy commander for administration of the 
DiLorenzo Tricare Health Clinic, later remarked: ““You know, it was kind of eerie. The scenario we had for these 
MASCALS was very similar to what actually happened. Our scenario for both MASCALS was a plane flying 
into the Pentagon courtyard.” 


Then, in August 2001, just one month before 9/11, yet another Pentagon mass casualty exercise practiced 
building evacuation. As General Lance Lord, Commander of Air Force Space Command, later noted: “Purely a 
coincidence, the scenario for that exercise included a plane hitting the building.” 


“Purely a coincidence.” Time after time after time after time after time in the months leading up to the attacks, 
military personnel and first responders were trained to respond to the very events that the public is asked to 
believe actually took place on the day of 9/11. Some of these training exercises even involved real aircraft being 
“pretend” hijacked by real military personnel “acting as civilian passengers.” 


Purely a coincidence. 


As we can see, the idea that no one could have predicted the attacks of September 11th is not just a lie, but an 
absurd lie. In fact, the sheer number of times those very scenarios were exercised before they took place by itself 
raises the question of what these war game planners knew about what was set to take place that day. 


But as remarkable as all of these drills and exercises are, more remarkable still are the similarities between the 
events of 9/11 and the war games that we now know were taking place that very morning. 


PART THREE — TRAINING DAY 


Tuesday, September 11, 2001, dawns temperate and nearly cloudless in the eastern United States. A perfect day 
for aviation. 


Meanwhile, all around the country, military personnel, first responders and government officials prepare for one 
of the busiest days of “simulated” terror in history. 


In New York City, preparations continue for “Operation Tripod,” an exercise run by the New York City Office 
of Emergency Management involving hundreds of personnel from FEMA and other disaster response agencies. 
The exercise simulates a bioterrorist attack on New York, and on the morning of September 11th equipment is 
already in place at Pier 92—just four miles north-northwest of the Twin Towers—to treat the “victims” of this 
pretend attack. 


RUDY GIULIANL ... on September 12th, Pier 92 was going to have a drill. It had hundreds of people here 
from FEMA, from the Federal Government, from the State Emergency Management Office and they were 
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getting ready for a drill for a bio-chemical attack. So that was going to be the place they were going to have the 
drill, the equipment was already there. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Commission Hearings May 19, 2004 


And on the 97th floor of the South Tower of the World Trade Center, a team of technology consultants who have 
flown in from California for the occasion are running an emergency drill in the offices of Fiduciary Trust. 


Meanwhile in Washington, members of the 12th Aviation Battalion, in charge of “aviation support for the White 
House, US government officials, Department of Defense, Department of the Army, and other government 
agencies” are two hours away from their base, participating in their annual weapons training. 


12 miles south of the Pentagon, Fort Belvoir begins a garrison control exercise drilling the base on its response 
to a simulated terrorist attack. 


Firefighters at Fort Myer, just 1.5 miles from the Pentagon, are sitting down for an “aircraft crash refresher 
class.” 


Matthew Rosenberg—an Army medic at the DiLorenzo TRICARE Health Clinic—sits down in Corridor 8 of the 
Pentagon to “study a new medical emergency disaster plan based on the unlikely scenario of an airplane crashing 
into the place.” 


And in Chantilly, Virginia—just four miles from the runway of Dulles Airport—the military and CIA personnel 
who staff the National Reconaissance Office are beginning an exercise in which a plane crashes into their 
building. 

Members of the Joint Special Operations Command (the US military’s “top counterterrorism unit”) are in 
Hungary preparing for “Jackal Cave,” a highly-classified joint readiness exercise. 


Fighter pilots deployed to monitor the Russian Air Force’s training exercise in the Arctic are readying 
themselves for a day of maneuvers in Alaska and Northern Canada. 


And at NORAD’s combat operations center at the Cheyenne Mountain Complex in Colorado, military 
commanders are preparing for one of the busiest days of war games and exercises in the history of the United 
States. 


BARRIE ZWICKER: Michael Ruppert is standing by at his office in Sherman Oaks, California. Michael, 
thanks for this. What is the reason for the failure of US military jets to show up in a timely fashion on 9/11? 


MICHAEL RUPPERT: Well, the simple fact is, Barrie, that they didn’t know where to go. The reason that they 
didn’t know where to go was because a number of conflicting and overlapping war game exercises were taking 
place, one of which, Northern Vigilance, had pulled a significant number of North American fighter aircraft into 
Canada and western Alaska and and northern Alaska in a mock Cold War hijack exercise. There was another 
drill, Vigilant Guardian, which was a hijack exercise, a command post exercise, but it involved the insertion of 
false radar blips on to radar screens in the NorthEast Air Defense Sector. In addition we have a confirmation 
thanks to General Richard Myers who was acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs who told Richard Clarke, as 
reported in Clarke’s book, that there was another exercise, Vigilant Warrior, which was, in fact, according to a 
NORAD soutce a live fly hijack drill being conducted at the same time. 
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With only eight available fighter aircraft, and they have to be dispatched in pairs, they were dealing with as 
many as 22 possible hijacks on the day of 9/11 and they couldn’t separate the war game exercises from the actual 
hijacks. 

SOURCE: The Great Deception 


Yes, on the morning of September 11, 2001, the stage was perfectly set for an unprecedented day of simulated 
terror throughout the northeastern United States. 


And then it all happened for real. 

PART FOUR —- THIS IS NOT AN EXERCISE 

08:37:52 

BOSTON CENTER: Hi. Boston Center T.M.U. [Traffic Management Unit], we have a problem here. We have 
a hijacked aircraft headed towards New York, and we need you guys to, we need someone to scramble some F- 
16s or something up there, help us out. 

POWELL: Is this real-world or exercise? 

BOSTON CENTER: No, this is not an exercise, not a test. 

SOURCE: Vanity Fair 

Confusion. 

08:52:40 

NASYPANY: This is what I got. Possible news that a 737 just hit the World Trade Center. This is a real-world. 
And we’re trying to confirm this. Okay. Continue taking the fighters down to the New York City area, J.F.K. 
area, if you can. Make sure that the F.A.A. clears it— your route all the way through. Do what we gotta do, 
okay? Let’s press with this. It looks like this guy could have hit the World Trade Center. 

SOURCE: Vanity Fair 

Chaos. 

09:49 

HERNDON CENTER: Ah, do we wanna think about, ah, scrambling aircraft? 

FAA HEADQUARTERS: Ah, (sighs) oh God, I don’t know. 

HERNDON: Uh, that’s a decision someone is gonna have to make probably in the next 10 minutes. 


FAA HQ: Uh, you know everybody just left the room. 


SOURCE: Rutgers Law Review 
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Paralysis. 


There are many ways to describe the FAA, DoD and NORAD response to the events of 9/11. But given that, 
according to the official 9/11 conspiracy theory, not a single fighter jet was able to intercept a single hijacked 
airliner between the first hijacking report at 8:20 AM and Flight 93’s downing nearly two hours later at 10:03 
AM, the claim that the response to these events was actually enhanced by the war games and exercises taking 
place that morning is downright absurd. 


REP. CYNTHIA MCKINNEY: The question was we had four war games going on on September 11th, and the 
question that I tried to pose before the secretary had to go to lunch was whether or not activities of the four war 
games going on on September 11th actually impaired our ability to respond to the attacks. 


GEN. RICHARD MYERS: The answer to the question is no, it did not impair our response. In fact, General 
Eberhart, who was in the command of the North American Aerospace Defense Command, he testified in front of 
the 9/11 Commission, I believe—I believe—he told them that it enhanced our ability to respond, given that 
NORAD didn’t have the overall responsibility for responding to the attacks that day. That was an FAA 
responsibility. 


SOURCE: Fiscal Year 2006 Defense Budget 


MR. ROEMER: General Eberhart, a question about our training posture on the day of 9/11. On page five of our 
Staff Statement, the FAA says at 8:38 in the morning, “Hi, Boston Center, TMU, we have a problem here. We 
have a hijacked aircraft headed towards New York and we need you guys to — we need someone to scramble 
some F-16s or something up there. Help us out.”” NEADS says, “Is this real world or an exercise?” 


My question is, you were postured for an exercise against the former Soviet Union. Did that help or hurt? Did 
that help in terms of were more people prepared? Did you have more people ready? Were more fighters fueled 
with more fuel? Or did this hurt in terms of people thinking, “No, there’s no possibility that this is real world; 
we're engaged in an exercise,” and delay things? Or did it have both impacts? 


GEN. EBERHART: Sir, my belief is that it helped because of the manning, because of the focus, because the 
crews — they have to be airborne in 15 minutes. And that morning, because of the exercise, they were airborne 
in six or eight minutes. And so I believe that focus helped. 


The situation that you’re referring to, I think, at most cost us 30 seconds — 30 seconds. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Hearing, June 17, 2004 


These lies have been carefully crafted over years and presented in such densely-packed soundbites that it is 
difficult to deconstruct them all. 


General Myers’ assertion that it was not NORAD but the FAA that had the responsibility to respond to the 
attacks that morning is one such lie. In reality, NORAD is specifically tasked with dealing with such events 
itself, not waiting passively for FAA orders. NORAD’s own regulations for dealing with hijacked jets 
specifically state that “FAA Authorization for Interceptor Operations is not used for intercept and airborne 
surveillance of hijacked aircraft within the [continental United States].” 


And General Eberhart’s assertion that the confusion over whether the events that were unfolding were real world 
events or merely exercises “cost us 30 seconds” is belied by the actual audio recordings of the FAA and 
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NORAD response that morning. Time and time again throughout the entire morning, air traffic controllers and 
military operators are forced to clarify that the events being reported are not part of an exercise. 


08:37:52 

BOSTON CENTER: Hi. Boston Center T.M.U. [Traffic Management Unit], we have a problem here. We have 
a hijacked aircraft headed towards New York, and we need you guys to, we need someone to scramble some F- 
16s or something up there, help us out. 

POWELL: Is this real-world or exercise? 

BOSTON CENTER: No, this is not an exercise, not a test. 

SOURCE: Vanity Fair 

08:37:56 

WATSON: What? 

DOOLEY: Whoa! 

WATSON: What was that? 

ROUNTREE: Is that real-world? 

DOOLEY: Real-world hijack. 

WATSON: Cool! 

SOURCE: Vanity Fair 

08:42:59 


NASYPANY: Fourteen forty three, look for it, right there, ok, mode three, fourteen forty three, last known. No, 
this is real world. Ok, we’re in the high chair. 


SOURCE: Rutgers Law Review 

08:43:06 

FOX: I’ve never seen so much real-world stuff happen during an exercise. 
SOURCE: Vanity Fair 

08:57:11 

NASYPANY: Think we put the exercise on the hold. What do you think? [Laughter. ] 


SOURCE: DRMI_DAT2_Channel2_MCC_Op [TRANSCRIPT] 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 74 


This persistent confusion over the reality of what was happening that day is hardly surprising. Although the 
exact details are still shrouded under a cloud of official secrecy, on the morning of 9/11 NORAD was in the 
middle of a week-long war game that “coincidentally” included simulated hijackings of passenger jets. 


“Vigilant Guardian” is an annual command post exercise involving all levels of NORAD command. Vigilant 
Guardian 01 was a week-long war game described as a “simulated air war,” and, just two days before 9/11, it 
had involved a simulated terrorist hijacking of a civilian passenger jet by terrorists intending to blow the plane 
up with explosives over New York City. Even more remarkably, on the very morning of September 11th, they 
were planning to simulate another passenger jet hijacking just one hour after the attacks began to unfold. 


In 2006, Vanity Fair reporter Michael Bronner was the first journalist given access to the tapes of NORAD 
operations that morning. In his subsequent article on the subject, “9/11 Live: The NORAD Tapes,” Bronner 
talked to Lieutenant Colonel Kevin Nasypany, the mission-crew commander on the “ops” floor at the Northeast 
Air Defense Sector on the morning of 9/11. 
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“When they told me there was a hijack, my first reaction was ‘Somebody started the exercise early,'” Nasypany 
later told me. The day’s exercise was designed to run a range of scenarios, including a “traditional” simulated 
hijack in which politically motivated perpetrators commandeer an aircraft, land on a Cuba-like island, and seek 
asylum. “I actually said out loud, ‘The hijack’s not supposed to be for another hour,'” Nasypany recalled. 

As a command post exercise, Vigilant Guardian was not conducted with real airplanes but what’s known as “sim 
over live,” where simulated aircraft are injected into NORAD’s air traffic system. Although the official narrative 
holds that the simulated injects were cleared from NORAD’s radars as soon as they appeared, thus causing no 
confusion, the actual NORAD tapes tell a different story. 

At 9:04 AM, directly after Flight 175 crashed into the South Tower, two officers monitoring the events at 
NORAD’s Northeast Air Defense Sector (NEADS) can be heard to refer to the events as potential exercise 
“inputs.” 

09:04:50 

SPEAKER 1: Is this explosion part of that that we’re lookin’ at now on TV? 

SPEAKER 2: Yes. 

SPEAKER I: Jesus ... 

SPEAKER 2: And there’s a possible second hijack also—a United Airlines ... 

SPEAKER 1: Two planes’... 

SPEAKER 2: Get the fuck out ... 

SPEAKER 1: I think this is a damn input, to be honest. 

SOURCE: Vanity Fair 


At 9:09 AM, one NEADS technician complains about the exercises taking place and the confusion with real 
world events. 
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BACKGROUND MALE SPEAKER: Langley’s on battle stations. 

FEMALE SPEAKER: Fuck. 

FEMALE SPEAKER 2: What? 

BACKGROUND MALE SPEAKER: Battle stations. 

FEMALE SPEAKER: Langley. 

FEMALE SPEAKER: LFI. 

FEMALE SPEAKER: I know. I hope they cancel the exercise, because this is ridiculous. 
SOURCE: DRM1_DAT2_Channel_4_ID_Op [TRANSCRIPT] 

And at 9:15 AM, an off-duty NEADS technician calls in to ask about the day’s events and the ongoing exercise. 
SGT. ZUBON: You guys watching the news? 

NEADS TECHNICIAN: Yeah, they’ve got it on in the battlecab right now. 

ZUBON: Oh, do they? 

NEADS: Yeah. 


ZUBON: Yeah, I’ve been watching it for about ten minutes, and I said “I wonder if they’re—did they suspend 
the exercise?” 


NEADS: Not at this time, no. 

ZUBON: Not yet? 

NEADS: But I think they’re going to. I don’t know. (Laughing). 

ZUBON: Yeah, I would imagine. 

NEADS: Things look pretty horrific out there. 

SOURCE: 0915 Not at this time 

Remarkably, at 9:30 AM, a full hour and ten minutes into the attacks, simulated aircraft were still being injected 
into the radar screens at NEADS. One frustrated staff member directing the response on the NEADS operations 
floor had to order his coworkers to “turn their sim switches off,” stopping the fake simulations from confusing 


the radar operators. 


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: You know what, let’s get rid of this goddamn sim. Turn your sim switches off. 
Let’s get rid of that crap. 


SOURCE: RMI_DAT2_Channel2_MCC_Op [TRANSCRIPT] 
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Even worse, at the same time as these false inputs were distracting the radar operators, real military aircraft that 
are taking part in the live-fly exercises that day are further complicating the response to the attacks. 


MALE SPEAKER: Boston Center T.M.U., yeah, we’ve got a question for you. 
BACKGROUND MALE: Yes, sir. 


MALE SPEAKER 1: We’re wondering if we should tell them to return to Base if they’re just on training 
missions, or what you guys— 


BACKGROUND MALE: No, no. They’re actually on the active air per the DO out there. 
BACKGROUND MALE: Is this guy launched (inaudible)? 

BACKGROUND MALE: Everybody’s who’s up, you want them up? 

BACKGROUND MALE: Yes, we did send the ones home that were on the training mission. 


BACKGROUND MALE: OK. 


BACKGROUND MALE: They are sent home. 
(Simultaneous background conversations) 
BACKGROUND MALE: But the Pantas are out there from Otis. 


MALE SPEAKER: Right. I understand that. I’m talking about— I think there’s somebody training up in the 
Falcon Acts area right now. 


BACKGROUND MALE: No. 

BACKGROUND MALE: Falcon. Stand by. Let me— 

MALE SPEAKER: Just in general anybody that’s training. 

BACKGROUND MALE: Anybody in training, send them home? Missions are Falcon send them home? 
BACKGROUND MALE: Right. 

BACKGROUND MALE: Yeah, go ahead and send them home. 

MALE SPEAKER: OK, fine. 


SOURCE: RMI_DAT2_Channel2_MCC_Op [TRANSCRIPT] 


Even more incredibly, false radar injects continued to show up on radar screens at NORAD’s Operations Center 
in Cheyenne Mountain, Colorado, at 10:12 AM, a full nine minutes after the attacks had ended. 


CAPT. BRIAN NAGEL: Sim...or, sorry, northeast weapons. 
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CAPT. TAYLOR: Hello, this is Captain Taylor calling from Cheyenne Mountain test control. 
NAGEL: Yes. 


TAYLOR: What we need you to do right now is to terminate all exercise inputs coming into Cheyenne 
Mountain. 


NAGEL: Yes. Can you call 6180 extension for that, please? 
TAYLOR: 6180? 

NAGEL: You bet, he’ll give you that. 

TAYLOR: [’Il do that. 


NAGEL: OK, thank you. 


SOURCE: DRM2_DATI1_ Channel 20 SD2_TK.zip [TRANSCRIPT] 


In the face of this overwhelming documentary evidence that the exercises taking place that morning were a 
persistent source of distraction that significantly complicated response efforts, the retort of the 9/11 Commission 
and its proponents that these false radar blips were a minor issue that “at most cost us 30 seconds” rings 
exceedingly hollow. 


But that official story becomes even more implausible when it is learned that air traffic controllers and military 
personnel were not responding to four, clearly reported hijacked aircraft, as the public now imagines it, but as 


many as 29 potential hijackings. 


MAJ. GEN. LARRY ARNOLD: We were in the process of launching aircraft all over the country during that 
timeframe. We had multiple aircraft called hijacked all over the country. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Hearing, June 17, 2004 


GEN. MYERS: In fact, as General Arnold said, we fought many phantoms that day. [...] We got many aircraft 
calls inbound that morning that turned out to be phantoms. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Hearing, June 17, 2004 


These false reports included: 


e United Airlines Flight 177, which was inexplicably reported as hijacked at 9:25 AM despite still being 
on the ground at Boston’s Logan International Airport. 

e Delta 1989, a 767 flying from Boston to Los Angeles that was repeatedly identified as suspicious on the 
morning of 9/11 and ordered to land at a secure, remote area of Cleveland Hopkins Airport, where the 
pilot signalled “all clear” to the SWAT team outside the plane with blood running down his face. 

e Continental Airlines Flight 321, which had inexplicably “squawked” the hijack code from the plane’s 
transponder three times before being safely brought down in Peoria. 

e KAL85, en route from Seoul, South Korea to New York, which inexplicably sent “five separate and 
ongoing indicators of a hijacking situation” before being intercepted by NORAD fighters over Alaska 
and directed to land at Whitehorse in northern Canada or be shot down. 
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e And literally dozens of other suspicious aircraft, inexplicable hijack indicators, false reports of planes 
that “never existed,” and other bizarre incidents, some of which have still never been explained to the 
public to this day. 

But the most baffling of all of these reports involved American Airlines Flight 11, the Boeing 767 en route from 
Boston to Los Angeles that, according to the official government conspiracy theory, was hijacked by Mohamed 
Atta and flown into the North Tower of the World Trade Center. 

Incredibly, air traffic controllers and military fighter jets spent much of the crucial time in the midst of the 9/11 
attacks dealing with a completely false report that Flight 11 had not crashed into the World Trade Center at all, 
but was instead still airborn and heading towards Washington. 


COLIN SCOGGINS: Scoggins, (FAA) military (operations specialist), Boston Center. I just had a report that 
American 11 is still in the air and it’s on its way towards — heading towards Washington. 


NEADS TECHNICIAN: American 11 is still in the air— 

SCOGGINS: Yes. 

NEADS: —on its way towards Washington? 

SCOGGINS: It was another aircraft that hit the tower. That’s the latest report we have. 
NEADS: Okay. 


SCOGGINS: I’m going to try to confirm an ID for you, but I would assume he’s somewhere over either New 
Jersey or somewhere further south. 


NEADS: Okay. So American 11 isn’t a hijack at all, then, right? 
SCOGGINS: No, he is a hijack. 

NEADS: American 11 is a hijack? 

SCOGGINS: Yes. 

NEADS: And he’s going into Washington. 

SCOGGINS: This could be a third aircraft. 


SOURCE: NEADS Tapes: The “Phantom Flight 11 Call” on 9/11 


This completely false report, phoned in by FAA military operations specialist Colin Scoggins, further confused 
the already overwhelmed NEADS technicians. In response, NEADS Mission Crew Commander Kevin 
Nasypany scrambled some of the only fighters in the entire defense sector to chase after this phantom flight. 


09:21:50 
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NASYPANY: O.K. American Airlines is still airborne—11, the first guy. He’s heading towards Washington. 
O.K., I think we need to scramble Langley right now. And I’m—I’m gonna take the fighters from Otis and try to 
chase this guy down if I can find him. 


SOURCE: Vanity Fair 


So confusing was this series of events that even years later at the 9/11 Commission hearings, both 
commissioners and military commanders struggled to even communicate about the problem itself, let alone 
determine how such a false report persisted for so long. 


MR. KEAN: Commissioner Gorelick. 


MS. GORELICK: A couple of follow-up questions. First, for General Arnold, you testified before us before 
that the jets were scrambled in response to Flight 93, not American 11, and when you were asked about— 


GEN. ARNOLD: I was wrong. I was wrong. 


MS. GORELICK: Yeah. But—but the question about that is, and I want to be fair to you and give you an 
opportunity to respond, you said that the reason that you were wrong was that you hadn’t had an opportunity to 
listen to the tapes, or the tapes were not accessible. But, I mean, we have—I’m just holding four of them — 
different headquarters and CONR logs that are—that clearly reflect that the scrambling was done in response to 
this phantom American 11, which didn’t exist anymore. And it was responsibility, as I recall, to do the after- 
action report, or to lead it, or to be in part responsible for it. Did you not look at the logs in that process? 


GEN. ARNOLD: Well, you refer to an after-action report that I was—that we didn’t do. I mean, I don’t recall 
doing an after- action report— 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Hearing, June 17, 2004 


MR. BEN-VENISTE: Why did no one mention the false report received from FAA that Flight 11 was heading 
south during your initial appearance before the 9/11 Commission back in May of last year? And why was there 
no report to us that contrary to the statements made at the time, that there had been no notification to NORAD 
that Flight 77 was a hijack? 


GEN. LARRY ARNOLD: Well, the first part of your question—Mr. Commissioner, first of all, I would like to 
say that a lot of the information that you have found out in your study of this of this 9/11, the things that 


happened on that day, helped us reconstruct what was going on. 


And if you’re talking about the American 11, in particular, the call of American 11, is that what you are referring 
to? 


MR. BEN-VENISTE: Yes. 
GEN. ARNOLD: The American 11, that was—call after it had impacted, is that what you’re referring to? 


MR. BEN-VENISTE: No. I’m talking about the fact that there was miscommunication that Flight 11 was still 
heading south instead of having impacted— 


GEN. ARNOLD: That’s what I’m referring to. That’s correct. 
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MR. BEN-VENISTE: General, is it not a fact that the failure to call our attention to the miscommunication and 
the notion of a phantom Flight 11 continuing from New York City south in fact skewed the whole reporting of 
9/11, it skewed the official Air Force report, which is contained in a book called “The Air War Over America,” 
which does not contain any information about the fact that you were following, or thinking of a continuation of 
Flight 11, and that you had not received notification that Flight 77 had been hijacked? 


GEN. ARNOLD: Well, as I recall, first of all, I didn’t know the call signs of the airplanes when these things 
happened. When the call came that American 11 was possible hijacked aircraft, that aircraft just led me to come 


to the conclusion that there were other aircraft in the system that were a threat to the United States. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Hearing, June 17, 2004 


PHILIP ZELIKOW: In their testimony, and in other public statements, NORAD officials also stated that the 
Langley fighters were scrambled to respond to the notifications about American 77 and/or United 93. These 
statements were incorrect as well. The report of American 11 heading south as the cause of the Langley scramble 
is reflected not just in taped conversations at NEADS, but in taped conversations in FAA centers, on chat logs 
compiled at NEADS, continental region headquarters, and NORAD, and in other records. Yet this response to a 
phantom aircraft, American 11, is not recounted in a single public timeline or statement issued by FAA or DOD. 
Instead, since 9/11, the scramble of the Langley fighters has been described as a response to the reported 
hijacking of American 77, or United 93, or some combination of the two. This inaccurate account created the 
appearance that the Langley scramble was a logical response to an actual hijacked aircraft. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Hearing, June 17, 2004 


False radar inputs. Military aircraft participating in exercises in the middle of a crisis. Civilian aircraft 
squawking false hijack reports. Fighter jets chasing phantom planes. 


Which of these reports were merely the “fog of war” so often referred to by promoters of the official 9/11 story, 
and which were part of the exercise themselves? Were there field exercises of hijackings taking place that 
morning that were then mistaken for the real thing? What part did these war games and exercises play in 
hampering the response of the many military officers who had spent their whole careers training to protect 
American airspace? 


Did the war games help the perpetrators of 9/11 in their attack? 


The answers to these questions, like so many other questions about the events of September 11th, remain 
shrouded under a veil of official government secrecy. 


PART FIVE: BEYOND COINCIDENCE 
“Purely a coincidence.” 


According to the official story of 9/11 itself, we are told that simulated hijackings were taking place at the same 
time as real-life hijackings. That an airplane-into-building drill was occurring at the same time as airplanes were 
flying into buildings. That false radar blips and fake hijack reports were competing for the military’s attention 
with real-world radar blips and hijack reports. And throughout it all, technicians, operators, military personnel 
and air traffic controllers were constantly seeking reassurance that what they were seeing was not part of an 
exercise. 
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Purely a coincidence? Or part of a pre-meditated plan? 


And if this unprecedented tangle of exercises, drills and simulations was part of a pre-meditated plan, what was 
that plan? What would be the point of simulating the attacks even as the attacks themselves were taking place? 


MICHAEL RUPPERT: For me, the pivotal evidence absolutely demonstrating direct government complicity in 
and management of the attacks was found in a number of undisputed yet virtually unaddressed war games that I 
have shown were being conducted, coordinated, and/or controlled by Vice President Dick Cheney or his 
immediate staff on the morning of September the 11th. 


The names of those wargames are known to include: Vigilant Guardian, Vigilant Warrior, Northern Guardian, 
Northern Vigilance, and Tripod. There is a possibility that Northern Guardian is a duplicate name, but the 
remaining exercises are indisputably separate events with different objectives. All have been reported by major 
press organizations relying on undisputed quotes from participating military and FAA personnel. They have also 
been confirmed by NORAD press releases. All, except for Northern Vigilance and Tripod II, had to do with 
hijacked airliners inside the continental United States, specifically within the northeast air defense sector or 
NEADS, where all four 9/11 hijackings occurred. 


According to a clear record, some of these exercises involve commercial airline hijackings. In some cases, false 
blips or “injects” were deliberately inserted into FAA and military radar screens, and they were present during at 
least the first attacks. This effectively paralyzed fighter response because with only eight fighters available in the 
region, there were as many as 22 possible hijackings taking place. 


Other exercises, specifically Northern Vigilance, had pulled significant fighter resources away from the 
northeast US just before 9/11 into northern Canada and Alaska. In addition, a close reading of key news stories 
published in the spring of 2004 revealed for the first time that some of these drills were live-fly exercises, where 
actual aircraft—likely flown by remote control—were simulating the behavior of hijacked airliners in real life. 
All of this as the real attacks began. 


The fact that these exercises have never been systematically and thoroughly explored in the mainstream press or 
publicly by Congress—or at least publicly in any detail whatsoever by this so-called “independent” 911 
Commission—made me think that they might be the holy grail of 9/11. And that’s exactly what they turned out 
to be. 


Only one war game exercise, Vigilant Guardian, was mentioned in a footnote to the Kean Commission report, 
and then it was deliberately mislabeled as an exercise intended to intercept Russian bombers instead of a hijack 
exercise in the northeast sector. Even then a deliberate lie was told to the American people as NORAD 
commander General Ralph Eberhart testified to the Commission that the exercise actually expedited US Air 
Force response during the attacks. 


Before the Commission’s final hearing I undertook a direct investigation in an attempt to learn more details 
about each of the exercises and specifically who was controlling them or had planned them to take place on 
September the 11th, where it’s abundantly clear based upon the record of statements made by the US Air Force 
and FAA personnel that the games had effectively paralyzed fighter response during the attacks. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Omission Hearings — Michael Ruppert On Dick Cheney — 9/9/2004 


The exercises taking place on 9/11 could only be to the benefit of the attackers. No stand down order would have 
kept any dedicated fighter pilot worth his salt grounded during the only attack on his country’s air space in his 
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lifetime. But if those fighter pilots and their commanders had no idea what was real and what was fake, what was 
an actual threat and what was just a phantom blip, then their response could be effectively contained. 


And it was. The utter “failure” of the air response that morning is proof of that. 


But if the simulations and war games on the morning of 9/11 were part of a pre-meditated plan on the part of the 
attackers, then the obvious question is who were the attackers? Are we to believe that the dastardly Al Qaeda 
masterminds not only perpetrated the simultaneous hijacking of four civilian airliners, turning off the plane’s 
transponders and putting them through a series of maneuvers that even advanced pilots could not replicate to hit 
their targets with pinpoint accuracy, but also penetrated the command structure of the US military and NORAD 
itself to direct the planning and scheduling of simultaneous war games mirroring their own plot to confuse the air 
response to the attacks? 


Because if that sounds like outlandish comic book fantasy, then there is only one other possible conclusion: That 
members of the National Command Authority, the US military and NORAD in a position to plan and schedule 
such exercises were the attackers themselves. 

BYERS: What is scenario 12-D? 

(BYERS SNR doesn’t respond.) 


BYERS: We know it’s a war game scenario. That it has to do with airline counter-terrorism. Why is it important 
enough to kill for. 


BYERS SNR: Because it’s no longer a game. 
BYERS: But if some terrorist group wants to act out this scenario, then why target you for assassination? 
BYERS SNR: Depends on who your terrorists are. 


BYERS: The men who conceived of it the first place. You’re saying our government is planning to commit a 
terrorist act against a domestic airline? 


BYERS SNR: There you go again. Blaming the entire government as usual. In fact, a small faction ... 
BYERS: For what possible gain? 


BYERS SNR: The Cold War’s over, John. But with no clear enemy to stockpile against, the arms market’s flat. 
But bring down a fully loaded 727 into the middle of New York City and you’ll find a dozen tinpot dictators all 
over the world just clamoring to take responsibility, and begging to be smart-bombed. 


But that’s “just fiction” and the fact that it all happened in real life a few months later is just another “pure 
coincidence.” 


The truth of what happened that morning would be remarkably easy to come to if those involved in the planning 
and execution of the day’s training events were to open the records and allow independent examination of the 

precise situations that were being trained that day, how those scenarios were arrived at, who planned them, who 
was in charge of them, what radar injects and false reports and live-fly simulations were taking place, how these 
exercise inputs were relayed to technicians and air traffic controllers, and what steps were taken at what times to 
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allow those events to continue even as the attacks they were supposed to be simulating were actually happening 
in real life. 


But we shouldn’t expect the guilty parties to indict themselves, and so it is no surprise at all that the official 
government investigation into 9/11 studiously avoided facing any of these issues head on. 


VOICE FROM AUDIENCE: Ask about the war games that were planned for 9-11. 
MR. KEAN: Commissioner Gorelick. 

MS. GORELICK: Um. 

VOICE FROM AUDIENCE: Tell us about the 9-11 war games. 


MS. GORELICK: Could you please be quiet, we only have a few minutes with General Myers, and I would 
like to ask a question. 


VOICE FROM AUDIENCE: Tell us about the war games. 
MS. GORELICK: I’m sorry. 
MR. KEAN: I would ask please for the people in the audience to be quiet if you want to stay here. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Commission hearing June 17, 2004 


So what does it mean when a simulation of a catastrophic and catalyzing event takes place at the exact same 
place and time as that event is happening in real life? 


This is one of the many crucial questions of 9/11 that have been swept under the rug over the past 17 years. But 
it is not a rhetorical question. It is a very real question with a very real answer. And until that question is 


answered, we will never find justice for the victims of 9/11. 


FOX: I’ve never seen so much real-world stuff happen during an exercise. 
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9/11 Whistleblowers 


By James Corbett ¢ 09/06/2019 - https://www.corbettreport.com/91 Iwhistleblowers/ 


“But someone would have talked,” say the self-styled skeptics who believe the government’s official conspiracy 
theory of 9/11. But there’s a problem with this logically fallacious non-argument. “Someone” did talk. In fact, 
numerous people have come out to blow the whistle on the events of September 11, 2001, and the cover-up that 
surrounds those events. These are the stories of the 9/11 Whistleblowers. 


Watch this video on BitChute / YouTube or Download the mp4 
CLICK HERE for the mp3 audio of this podcast 
TRANSCRIPT 


Kevin Ryan 


“But someone would have talked,” say the self-styled skeptics who believe the government's official conspiracy 
theory of 9/11. "After all, every major conspiracy has its whistleblowers, doesn't it?" 


But there's a problem with this logically fallacious non-argument. "Someone" did talk. In fact, numerous people 
have come out to blow the whistle on the events of September 11, 2001, and the cover-up that surrounds those 
events. 


These are the stories of the 9/11 Whistleblowers. 


You're tuned in to The Corbett Report. 
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In 2001, Kevin Ryan was the site manager at Environmental Health Laboratories (EHL) in South Bend, Indiana. 
At the time, EHL was a subsidiary of Underwriters Laboratories (UL), a global safety consulting and 
certification corporation that tests a range of consumer and industrial products for compliance with government 
safety standards. Among many other things, UL provides fire resistance ratings for structural steel components 
to insure compliance with New York City building codes. 


Just weeks after the events of September 11, 2001, UL's then-CEO, Loring Knoblauch, visited Ryan's EHL lab 
in South Bend. During his speech there, Knoblauch assured the lab's workers that UL “had certified the steel in 
the World Trade Center buildings” and “that we should all be proud that the buildings had stood for so long 
under such intense conditions." Knowing UL's role in producing a fire resistance directory and providing ratings 
for steel components, Ryan thought little of the statement at the time. 


But Ryan's curiosity about UL's role in the certification of the World Trade Center steel was piqued when, in 
2003, he began to question the lies that the Bush administration had used to justify the invasion of Iraq, and, 
eventually, to question the official story of September 11th itself. Recalling Knoblauch's comments about UL's 
role in certifying the Trade Center steel shortly after 9/11, Ryan began to take a professional interest in the 
official investigation into the Twin Towers' destruction, an investigation in which UL itself was to play a part. 


As Ryan began to learn more about the issues involved with the destruction of the towers and the ongoing 
investigation into that destruction, his concerns only grew. Why had the actual steel evidence of the towers' 
destruction been illegally removed and disposed of before a proper investigation could take place? Why did not 
one or two, but three modern, steel-frame buildings completely collapse due to fire on 9/11 given that such an 
event had never taken place before? Why did the towers fail at all when John Skilling, the structural engineer 
responsible for designing the towers, claimed in 1993—just five years before his death—that his own analysis of 
jet plane crashes and ensuing fires in the towers had concluded that "the building structure would still be there"? 
And why had Knoblauch himself bragged about UL's role in testing the World Trade Center steel—a test that 
would have rated the floor components for two hours of fire resistance and the building columns for three hours 
—when the North Tower "failed" in 102 minutes and the South Tower came down in just 56 minutes? 


These concerns prompted Ryan, in October 2003, to write directly to Loring Knoblauch, outlining his thoughts 
and "asking what [Knoblauch] was doing to protect our reputation." But if Ryan was expecting Knoblauch to put 
his mind at ease about these issues, he was sorely disappointed. Instead, Knoblauch—who included Tom 
Chapin, then the head of UL's fire resistance division, in the email chain—wrote a response that only raised more 
questions than it answered. 


KEVIN RYAN: Knoblauch copied Tom Chapin on his response to me, because it was Tom's job as 
the leader of the fire resistance division to really address these kinds of things. And interestingly, 
Tom Chapin had written a letter to the editors at The New York Times in 2002 where he basically 
admitted, again, that UL's testing had been behind the fire resistance of the World Trade Center 
towers. And so I've written about that a little bit, but he was very clear that the World Trade Center 
stood for as long as it did because of UL's testing. And the problem of course with that is that the 
South Tower lasted for only 56 minutes after it was hit, and the testing that was required by New 
York City code was three hours of fire resistance for the columns and two hours for the floor 
assemblies. So 56 minutes and those ratings do not add up. That's just not something that should go 
unquestioned. 


So Loring Knoblauch wrote back to me after my questions in—it must have been October 2003 
when I wrote to him. He wrote back to me a month later and he said all these things about how the 
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company had tested the steel components used to build the World Trade Center towers. What he 
meant is we had tested samples of those and provided ratings for fire resistance to the New York City 
code—again, three hours for columns and two hours for floor assemblies. And that information 
established the confidence that the buildings would stand in those fire durations. And the test that 
was used was ASTM E119, which is the standard test used for this purpose. And UL is the leader in 
doing that testing, so it wasn't a surprise. 


And not only that, but NIST—the government agency NIST [the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology |—had made clear in some of their progress reports that UL had consulted with the 
construction companies for the World Trade Center towers, and throughout the building of the 
buildings that UL had provided that information. So it's really not a surprise at all. 


And Tom Chapin replied further to me that the NIST agency was doing an investigation and asked 
me, basically, to have patience. And I did for maybe the next year. 


In 2002, NIST began its three-year, $16 million study of the Twin Towers' "failure." Tom Chapin had assured 
Ryan that UL was cooperating with this investigation and that his concerns would be allayed once the final 
report was released. But by 2004, it was already clear that there were serious problems with that report and its 
preliminary findings, including findings from tests conducted by UL on mock-ups of the WTC floor assemblies 
that contradicted NIST's own conclusions about the buildings’ destruction. 


RYAN: Well, it's very important to understand that with the official accounts for the World Trade 
Center, there were a number of explanations given in the early years. And for the towers the one that 
was settled upon and that lasted for three years was the pancake theory. 


And the pancake theory was this concept where the floor assemblies had heated up and sagged and 
this steel had softened or weakened and then they started to collapse upon each other in a pancake 
fashion. And then the columns basically just folded inward. So that was the official account, really. It 
was given by the FEMA investigators Corley and Thornton and others—who coincidentally had also 
given us the official account for the Oklahoma City bombing. But in this video from the television 
program Nova, it was captured for everyone's benefit in little videos ... animations. And so the 
pancake theory was the official account. 


And UL tested the floor assemblies basically for the possibility of this in August 2004. So this was, 
again, nine months or ten months after I had asked my original questions. And they did so by using 
different assemblies with varying amounts of fireproofing. One of the assemblies had basically no 
fireproofing on it at all, and they ran it through this furnace in this ASTM E119 test and concluded in 
the end that there would be no collapse. That the floors would not collapse even at temperatures and 
times greater than what we're seeing at the World Trade Center. 


And they made that clear. NIST made this clear, that the pancake theory was not supported. So that 
left us all at that time with no explanation, in 2004, three years later. Having invaded Iraq, having 
done so much to invest in the official account that the World Trade Center had been destroyed by 
these planes. And that was a difficult situation for NIST and for everyone. 


Realizing that UL was not pressing NIST on the discrepancies in its findings, Kevin Ryan took matters into his 
own hands and, on November 11, 2004, wrote directly to Frank Gayle, the director of NIST's Twin Towers 
investigation. That email began: 
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"As I’m sure you know, the company I work for certified the steel components used in the 
construction of the WTC buildings. In requesting information from both our CEO and Fire 
Protection business manager last year, I learned that they did not agree on the essential aspects of the 
story, except for one thing—that the samples we certified met all requirements. They suggested we 
all be patient and understand that UL was working with your team, and that tests would continue 
through this year. I’m aware of UL’s attempts to help, including performing tests on models of the 
floor assemblies. But the results of these tests appear to indicate that the buildings should have easily 
withstood the thermal stress caused by pools of burning jet fuel." 


After pointing out the problems raised by NIST's own investigation—including the tests that disproved claims 
that the steel in the floor area simply "melted"—Ryan got to the heart of the matter: 


"This story just does not add up. If steel from those buildings did soften or melt, I’m sure we can all 
agree that this was certainly not due to jet fuel fires of any kind, let alone the briefly burning fires in 
those towers. That fact should be of great concern to all Americans. Alternatively, the contention that 
this steel did fail at temperatures around 250C suggests that the majority of deaths on 9/11 were due 
to a safety-related failure. That suggestion should be of great concern to my company. 


"There is no question that the events of 9/11 are the emotional driving force behind the War on 
Terror. And the issue of the WTC collapse is at the crux of the story of 9/11. My feeling is that your 
metallurgical tests are at the crux of the crux of the crux. Either you can make sense of what really 
happened to those buildings, and communicate this quickly, or we all face the same destruction and 
despair that come from global decisions based on disinformation and 'chatter."" 


Predictably, if unfortunately, Gayle never responded to the email. However, Ryan made the important decision 
to share the email, and his concerns, with the broader public: 


RYAN: Frank did not respond, no. Actually, that letter was sent to him and then also copied to a 
couple of people who were trying to find more information. Trying to find the truth about what 
happened on 9/11. Those two included David Griffin, who had just recently written a book, and 
Catherine Austin Fitts, the director of 911 Truth.org. 


Dr. Griffin asked me almost immediately if he could share it publicly. And, of course, with some 
hesitation, but knowing the importance in believing what I wrote, I told him it was OK. And 
overnight there must have been tens of thousands of people reading this letter on the web and people 
calling our offices in South Bend at UL constantly, and calling me at home constantly. I think a lot of 
people were feeling the same—they were thinking the same thing: That clearly there was something 
wrong here and the story was not explaining what we needed to know. 


So Dr. Gayle did not respond. He's never responded. Maybe one day I will talk to him personally and 
find out what he thinks. But, you know, these things are clear in terms of job—this is not really just a 
career decision, although it is—it's a career decision. It's more than that, it's a decision about, you 
know, what kind of world we want to live in, and at a time where that kind of decision is really 
important. Because, you know, the book Nineteen Eighty-Four was supposed to be a fiction and it's 
evolving into reality. 


Ryan did not engage in these actions naively. He knew that allowing his concerns to go public would focus 
public attention on himself and on UL and that such actions would have ramifications for his employment. 


But if he was bracing himself for those ramifications, he didn't have long to wait. His email to Frank Gayle was 
sent on Thursday, November 11, 2004. It was published on the web the following day. Immediately, Ryan's 
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phone was ringing off the hook and UL was being contacted for comment. That weekend, the company reached 
out to him to let him know the consequences of his actions. 


RYAN: The Human Resources folks called me that weekend and asked if I would contact the people 
on the web who had published it and ask that it be taken down. And I refused to do that and told 
them that I didn't think that was the right thing to do. And I think it was at that very point that they 
started making the plans to terminate me. 


So I had actually taken the next Monday off of work and that was convenient. It allowed me to get 
my thoughts together. And then on Tuesday when I came in—which I believe was the 16th—the 
leaders from the Northbrook—Chicago—office were there, and they had told me they would be: 
"Please make sure you're there." They brought a letter on UL letterhead and made it clear that, you 
know, they felt that I had practiced poor judgment in writing this letter and sending it to their client 
NIST. It had harmed their relationship with NIST, and thereby I was terminated. 


So, yeah, that was a tough spot for my family and I. But my wife has been supportive. She knows the 
idealistic nature of her husband, I think, and she knew why it was important. And we've done fine, 
we've gotten by and gotten other jobs. And that's—I believe people should recognize that it's not the 
end of the world to lose your job. Sometimes it's a new beginning that is useful. 


Not for courting controversy, but merely for pointing out the glaring truth, Ryan was fired from his job. Like so 
many other whistleblowers in so many other stories, Ryan paid a price for doing what his conscience demanded. 


Also like many other brave men and women who have been thrust into the position of blowing the whistle, Ryan 
has found a way to thrive despite the setbacks. Rather than keeping quiet and moving on with his life, Ryan has 
doubled down on his efforts, founding several action groups, editing the Journal of 9/11 Studies, writing articles 
and books on the subject of 9/11, volunteering on the board of directors of Architects & Engineers for 9/11 
Truth, delivering lectures on the destruction of the World Trade Center, and continuing to raise public awareness 
of the problems with the official story of the founding event of the "War on Terror." 


In the end, despite the high price he paid career-wise, Ryan feels that his decision to blow the whistle and call 
out the self-contradictions of the NIST investigation was worth it. After all, it is only when those who know the 
truth are unafraid to step up and speak it, regardless of the personal consequences, that we will ever hope to 
achieve true justice. 


RYAN: What I've been able to benefit from is understanding a lot more about society, history, 
politics, being better at communicating myself. And I've met a lot of great people. We've worked 
together to raise awareness and try to bring justice for 9/11. You know, I've met and presented with 
9/11 victims' family members. I've met 9/11 Commission leaders and other people who were very 
central to this story. So many great researchers. So many great people. So overall it was definitely 
worth it for me. 


It's a personal decision, of course, and it has to be motivated by trying to do some good. If it's not 
motivated by trying to do some good then you're doing the wrong thing. 


Cate Jenkins 
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Of the many scenes from September 11, 2001, that have been etched into the public consciousness, few are as 
iconic as the images of the survivors and first responders escaping Ground Zero completely covered in dust from 
the destruction of the Twin Towers. 


And of the many, many lies told by government officials in the days following the attacks, few have been as 
blatant or as clearly documented as the lies about the safety of that dust propounded by the EPA and its 
administrator at the time, Chrstine Todd Whitman. 


CHRISTINE TODD WHITMAN: We know asbestos was in there, was in those buildings. Lead is 
in those buildings. There are the VOC’s [Volatile Organic Compounds], however, the concentrations 
are such that they don’t pose a health hazard. 


SOURCE: Christie Whitman says air is safe days after 911 


WHITMAN: Well, if there's any good news out of all this, it's that everything we've tested for, 
which includes asbestos, lead, and VOCs, have been below any level of concern for the general 
public health. Obviously, for those who are down here, these are very important . . . 


SOURCE: Sanjay Gupta reports: Terror in the dust 


WHITMAN: Statements that EPA officials made after 9/11 were based on the judgment of 
experienced environmental and health professionals at the EPA, OSHA and the CDC, who had 
analyzed the test data that 13 different organizations and agencies were collecting in Lower 
Manhattan. 


I do not recall any EPA scientist or experts responsible for reviewing this data ever advising me that 
the test data from Lower Manhattan showed that the air or water proposed long-term health risks for 
the general public. 


SOURCE: Air Contamination at Ground Zero — C-Span 


As we now know, these statements were all lies. 


As early as September 18th, the very same day that Whitman was assuring New Yorkers that the air was safe to 
breathe, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) had already detected sulfur dioxide levels in the air so high 
that “according to one industrial hygienist, they were above the EPA’s standard for a classification of 
‘hazardous’.” And even in those early days, first responders were already reporting a range of health problems, 
including coughing, wheezing, eye irritation and headaches. Even so, Whitman and the EPA persisted in 
perpetuating the lies about the dust, assuring New Yorkers that respirators were not needed outside of the 
"restricted area" around Ground Zero. 


And, as we examined in 9/11 Suspects: Christine Todd Whitman, it was later confirmed that the White House 
had been editing the EPA’s press releases on the air quality in Manhattan and removing warnings about the air 
safety all along. 


LISA MYERS: In the wake of 9/11, there were serious concerns about whether the air around 
Ground Zero was filled with toxins, unsafe for workers and residents. But by September 18th, many 
New Yorkers were back in their apartments and on the job, partly because of this press release that 
day from the Environmental Protection Agency, reassuring New Yorkers that their air is safe to 
breathe. 
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Was that press release misleading? 
NIKKI TINSLEY: It was surely not telling all of the truth. 


MYERS: In an exclusive interview, Inspector General Nikki Tinsley, the EPA's top watchdog, tells 
NBC News the agency simply did not have sufficient data to justify such a reassurance. In fact, a 
new report by Tinsley's office says at the time, more than 25 percent of dust samples collected before 
September 18th showed unsafe levels of asbestos. And the EPA had no test results at all on PCBs, 
dioxins or particulates in the air that can cause respiratory problems. 


TINSLEY: The EPA did not give the people of New York complete information. 


MYERS: So what happened? Tinsley's report charges in the crucial days after 9/11 the White House 
changed EPA press releases to “add reassuring statements and delete cautionary ones.” September 
13th, the EPA draft release, never released to the public, says, "EPA ‘testing terrorized sites for 
environmental hazards." The White House changes that to EPA "reassures public about 
environmental hazards." September 16th, the EPA draft says, "recent samples of dust on Water 
Street show higher levels of asbestos." The White House version: "new samples confirm ambient air 
quality meets OSHA standards and is not a cause for public concern." And the White House leaves 
out entirely this warning, that “air samples raise concerns for cleanup workers and office workers 
near Water Street.” 


SOURCE: Officials claim EPA Misled Public about Safety of Air Quality at Ground Zero 


What many do not know, because their story has been largely ignored and marginalized, is that there were 
officials within the EPA who were desperately trying to blow the whistle on the agency's lies. Officials like Cate 
Jenkins. 


Dr. Cate Jenkins had joined the EPA in December 1979, serving as an Environmental Scientist with EPA’s 
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER). Her work included "detecting hazardous waste and 
developing regulations for their control," a role that took on special importance in the wake of the toxic dust 
clouds covering Manhattan on 9/11. Unlike many of the other 9/11 whistleblowers, however, the events of 
September 11, 2001, did not represent the first time Dr. Jenkins had to blow the whistle on her own agency. 


Jenkins dealt with many hazardous waste products in her job, but she specialized in dioxin (a.k.a. Agent 
Orange), a contaminant of wood preservatives that was used in the Vietnam War as a defoliant. Monsanto 
Chemical Corporation was the largest producer of Agent Orange during the Vietnam War, and it was a series of 
Monsanto-sponsored studies in the early 1980s that led the EPA to conclude that "human evidence supporting an 
association" between dioxin and cancer "is considered inadequate." 


In February 1990, Jenkins wrote a memo to the EPA Science Advisory Board alleging that the Monsanto- 
sponsored studies were fraudulent, and that the studies, if performed correctly, would have shown the 
carcinogenic effects of dioxin. The memo caught the attention of the press and, under the glare of a media 
spotlight, the EPA launched a criminal investigation of Monsanto. That investigation was opened on August 
20th and closed less than two years later, but, as EPA whistleblower William Sanjour notes, "the investigation 
itself and the basis for closing the investigation were fraudulent." No attempt was even made to determine the 
scientific validity of the studies in question, and the EPA declined to pursue the matter because of statute of 
limitations technicalities. 
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The EPA did, however, find time to mount a campaign of retribution against Jenkins for having the audacity to 
blow the whistle on the agency and its listing practices for hazardous chemicals. Her workload was reduced and 
higher-ups at the EPA immediately began talking about shunting her off into a purely administrative position 
where she would "not be involved with anything that puts her in direct contact with the regulated community or 
the public." Her supervisor even wrote a letter to Monsanto apologizing for Jenkins' memo questioning their 
studies. 


Jenkins filed a complaint with the Department of Labor, and, in a series of cases that were appealed all the way 
up to the Secretary of Labor himself, it was found that she had been unfairly retaliated against for her 
whistleblowing and the EPA was ordered to reinstate her in her previous position. 


But as nightmarish as that years-long, potentially career-ending ordeal in whistleblowing was for Dr. Jenkins, it 
was nothing compared to the ordeal she would have to face after "the day that changed everything." 


Beginning shortly after the attack, and continuing for years afterward, Dr. Jenkins attempted to bring the EPA's 
faulty and fraudulent air quality testing practices to the attention of anyone who would listen. According to the 
Administrative Review Board of the US Department of Labor: 


"Beginning in 2001, Jenkins made numerous disclosures and complaints alleging that the EPA 
engaged in improper laboratory testing, falsified a regulation governing exposure safety standards, 
and knowingly covered up the toxic properties of the dust emanating from the September 11, 2001 
[9/11] World Trade Center [WTC] disaster. The improper testing and cover-up, Jenkins claimed, 
contributed to excessive and harmful toxic dust exposures of WTC 'First Responders' and others 
sufficient to later cause respiratory and other serious and debilitating disease. Jenkins disseminated 
these disclosures and complaints to her supervisors and others at EPA, to the EPA Inspector 
General’s Office, members of Congress, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, as well as to state 
officials, state elected representatives, law firms representing WTC First Responders, citizens, and 
the media. Her disclosures were posted on web sites and repeatedly quoted in the press and television 
broadcasts, and by members of Congress." 


One of these early memos, dated January 11, 2002, was written on EPA letterhead and addressed to "Affected 
Parties and Responsible Officials." It examines the case of Libby, Montana—a designated "Superfund" site, 
where the federal government is paying to help residents clean the "interiors of homes and residential soils [that] 
have been contaminated with asbestos from an adjacent vermiculite mining operation." Jenkins compared the 
levels of contaminated dust particles found inside apartments in Lower Manhattan after 9/11 to dust samples 
taken in Libby, finding that the New York samples contained 22 times higher concentrations of asbestos than the 
Montana samples. As Jenkins noted: "The logical question thus arises: Why is EPA leaving people to their own 
devices in the cleanup of New York City, while intervening to clean homes at taxpayer expense in Libby?" 


Worse, a team of independent scientists hired by tenant groups and New York political leaders found much 
higher samples of asbestos in the dust than what the EPA was reporting. As Dr. Jenkins told the St. Louis Post- 
Dispatch at the time: "For every asbestos fiber EPA detected, the new methods used by the outside experts found 
nine. [. . .] This is too important a difference to be ignored if you really care about the health of the public." 


CATE JENKINS: New York City directly lied about the test results for asbestos in the air. When 
they finally released them, they doctored the results. They changed high hazardous levels to zero 
when they finally released them. 


SOURCE: 911 Dust and Deceit at the World Trade Center 
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After years of internal memos, press interviews and other tireless efforts to blow the whistle on the severe health 
issues that would develop as a result of the EPA's deliberate cover-up, the mainstream media was finally forced 
to begin covering the issue in 2006, after many of the Ground Zero clean-up workers and the residents of 
Manhattan were beginning to succumb to the effects of the deadly dust. 


In 2006, after a federal judge ruled that Whitman's post-9/11 lies were "conscience-shocking" and that she would 
not be granted immunity for her actions, the media finally began to cover the story. The New York Times, CBS 
and other outlets all ran stories on the scandal, and they all quoted from Jenkins' memos and featured interviews 
with Jenkins herself. After the 5th anniversary came and went on September 11, 2006, however, the media's 
attention turned elsewhere and the story drifted out of the attention of the public once again. 


But Dr. Jenkins' attempt to obtain justice for the victims of this horrendous crime did not end there. In 2007, she 
penned a remarkable 134-page letter addressed to then-Senator Hillary Clinton, as well as Congressmen Jerrold 
Nadler and Carolyn Maloney, calling for a Senate investigation of the falsification of pH corrosivity data for 
World Trade Center dust. The thoroughly documented letter, containing over 300 footnotes and citations, 
included a detailed analysis of the falsification of WTC pH data by groups like the US Geological Survey, and 
the remarkable story of how "In May 1980, EPA's hazardous waste program falsified pH levels (changed the 
numbers) that the UN World Health Organization (WHO) International Labour Organization (ILO) determined 
would invariably result in corrosive permanent tissue damage (chemical burns)." 


In a much shorter—though no-less-explosive—letter to the Federal Bureau of Investigation written at the same 
time, Jenkins also called for the FBI to open a criminal investigation into the EPA's cover-up. This was followed 
up with an additional letter to the FBI in 2008, where Jenkins went even further, alleging fraud in pH testing of 
WTC dust and providing documentation that the EPA lab had diluted WTC dust almost 600 times with water 
before testing it for corrosivity. 


Remarkably, despite her very public and very serious charges against the federal agency, and despite her past 
experience blowing the whistle on the EPA and subsequent years-long court battle to retain her position, Jenkins 
told Occupational Hazards magazine in 2002 that she did not fear losing her job over her comments. "All [EPA] 
management has to do is say, 'Stop,' and they haven't," she said, adding that as an EPA official, speaking out 
about lapses in the agency's WTC effort does not require courage, just plenty of hard work. 


Despite this belief, Dr. Jenkins was indeed fired from the EPA on December 30, 2010. 


The firing followed a series of inane workplace incidents that resulted in suspensions and other retaliatory 
measures against Jenkins. The chain of events included Jenkins sending an email under the title "Op-Ed: Should 
EPA Institute a Workplace Fragrance Ban as Part of its Endocrine Disruptor Initiative?" after an encounter with 
a heavily-perfumed IT tech triggered an asthma attack in Jenkins, and her supervisor recommending that she be 
suspended, as the email—which was only sent to other EPA staff—"could have misled recipients as to whether it 
was an official EPA communication." Eventually, the supervisor claimed that the series of incidents culminated 
with Jenkins threatening him in a workplace incident that was witnessed by no one. 


As the Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility, who supported Jenkins in her ordeal with the 
agency, summarized: 


"Dr. Cate Jenkins, a senior chemist with more than three decades of agency tenure, publicly charged 
that due to falsified EPA standards, First Responders waded into dust so corrosive that it caused 
chemical burns deep within their respiratory systems. After raising the issue to the EPA Inspector 
General, Congress and the FBI, Dr. Jenkins was isolated, harassed and ultimately removed from her 
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position on December 30, 2010 by EPA, based upon an un-witnessed and contested claim that the 
soft-spoken, petite childhood polio survivor threatened her 6-foot male supervisor." 


Continuing through a series of appeals, legal wrangling and bureaucratic red tape, Jenkins succeeded in having 
her employment reinstated in 2012. 


AMY GOODMAN: A government whistleblower who was fired after exposing the dangers of 
asbestos and dust on workers at Ground Zero in the days after 9/11 has been reinstated to her job 
following a federal court decision. Cate Jenkins, a chemist who worked for the Environmental 
Protection Agency, was the first EPA official to warn that dust in the air around the World Trade 
Center could pose a serious health risk. But the head of the EPA at the time claimed there was no 
reason for concern. Jenkins accused the EPA of intentionally hiding the dangers of air pollution at 
Ground Zero. She was fired in 2010. A federal court has now ruled Jenkins must be reinstated and 
given back pay. 


SOURCE: Democracy Now, May 8, 2012 


Incredibly, even this was not the end of Jenkins' ordeal. 


Instead of returning her to her daily work duties in 2012 as ordered, the EPA instead kept Jenkins on paid 
administrative leave and then re-filed the same charges against her in 2013. Less than a year after being ordered 
to give her her job back, the agency was instead trying to take it away again, saying that Jenkins had failed to 
prove that the EPA was retaliating for her whistleblowing. 


The agency's move was especially galling, given that Jenkins had yet to be given a chance to prove her case. Part 
of the reason that the EPA had been ordered to restore Jenkins to her job was because the agency had been found 
to have destroyed records pertaining to her case and otherwise obstructed discovery. In fact, her case that the 
EPA had retaliated against her for her whistleblowing was still before the Department of Labor. 


The entire legal ordeal proceeded for years, finally coming to an end in 2018—a full eight years after the 
agency's first attempt to fire her—when the Department of Labor confirmed a 2015 decision that the EPA had 
"retaliated against [Jenkins] for her reports to Congress and the FBI, and to the public through the media, about 
her allegations of violation of environmental laws and regulations by the EPA in connection with the rescue and 
cleanup operations at the WTC, in violation of the whistleblower provisions of the Clean Air Act, the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, the Toxic 
Substances Control Act, and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act." 


After nearly two decades of research and whistleblowing and almost ten years of legal nightmare, Jenkins was 
finally vindicated. She had been unjustly fired for attempting to call attention to the agency's wrongdoings, and 
she was restored to her position. 


But although this victory is to be celebrated, it comes as slim comfort to those seeking justice for the victims of 
9/11, not just those killed in the buildings that day, and not just the victims of the wars that have been waged in 
the name of September 11th, but the victims of the toxic dust that Cate Jenkins and others have been warning 
about since the events unfolded. 


And meanwhile, those who pushed the deadly lies about the air quality have moved on with their lives, 
continuing their careers and only occasionally being confronted by the independent media that is still attempting 
to shed light on the story. 
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DERRICK BROZE: Ms. Whitman, I appreciate your talk in there. You guys mentioned voting and 
the power of shaming voters. I feel like there's probably a lot of folks who feel like you might need 
to be shamed since it's been 17 years since 9/11 and nearly 10,000 people are now sick with 9/11- 
related illnesses. And I know you apologized about it two years ago and you were cleared in the 
courts, but all evidence points to your time in the Bush administration clearly led to people being 
sick and led to people getting cancer and other 9/1 1-related illnesses. 


WHITMAN: Everything that I said was based on the best available science at the time. Science has 
progressed now. I think we found things that we didn't know then. But I never said anything that 
wasn't predicated on what the scientists told me. That morning—every morning—I had a conference 
call with the scientists: "What is safe to say? What can I say? What shouldn't I say?" And they kept 
repeating that they were seeing nothing in their studies that show that there was a long-term health 
consequence from the air in Manhattan in general and Lower Manhattan in general. 


SOURCE: Christine Todd Whitman (Fmr EPA head) Confronted About 9/11 First Responder 
Deaths 


They may not be the lies we think of when we think of the lies of 9/1 1—lies which led to the illegal invasion of 
Afghanistan and contributed to the illegal invasion of Iraq—but the EPA's lies about the World Trade Center 
dust, too, have proven deadly. 


And, like a Cassandra cursed with the ability to foresee a grim future that she could not prevent, Cate Jenkins 
spent decades of her life warning of the consequences of those lies. And for her service, she faced years of 
persecution. Worst of all, her warnings were dismissed until they could no longer be denied. 


And there are still those who claim that 9/11 does not have its whistleblowers. 


WHITMAN: To say [that] because a draft press release changes that somehow that's nefarious 
manipulation is .. . It's mind-boggling that you leap to that conclusion. 


Barry Jennings 


JEFF ROSSEN: So now they're walking back toward the World Trade Center. And as we keep 
letting you hear the personal stories the survivor stories of exactly what happened inside the World 
Trade Center when that first plane went in—and of course the collapses since then—we're going to 
bring more of those to you now. Barry Jennings, you were on the eighth floor. You work for the city 
housing department. Explain to me the moment of impact. 


BARRY JENNINGS: Well, me and Mr. Hess, the corporation counsel, were on the 23rd floor. I 
told him, "We gotta get out of here." We started walking down the stairs. We made it to the 8th floor 
[later clarified to be the 6th floor]. Big explosion! Blew us back into the 8th floor. And I turned to 
Hess and I said, "This is it, we’re dead. We’re not gonna make it outta here. . . ." 


I took a fire extinguisher and I bust the window out. This gentlemen heard my cries for help. This 
gentleman right here. And he said kept saying "Stand by, somebody's coming to get you." They 
could they couldn't get to us for now because they couldn't find us. You thought that was it. I thought 
...1 go, "We're dead." I thought that was it. I started praying to Allah that that's it, we're going. 


SOURCE: Barry Jennings - 9/11 Early Afternoon ABC7 Interview 
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In 2001, Barry Jennings was the Deputy Director of Emergency Services for the New York City Housing 
Authority. After the first plane hit the North Tower at 8:46 AM on the morning of 9/11, Jennings was called to 
the city’s Office of Emergency Management in World Trade Center Building 7 (WTC 7) along with Corporation 
Counsel Michael Hess to help coordinate the emergency response. Entering Building 7 together before the strike 
on the South Tower at 9:03 AM, Jennings and Hess were surprised to discover that the office had been 
abandoned. Receiving a phone call from his superior, Jennings was warned to leave the building immediately. 
Descending via the stairwell, Jennings and Hess reached the 6th floor before an explosion blew them back up to 
the 8th floor, trapping them inside the building. After hours of chaos and confusion, including the collapse of the 
Twin Towers and repeated attempts to draw the attention of first responders, the pair were finally rescued by 
firefighters. 


Hours later, World Trade Center Building 7, also known as the Salomon Brothers Building, collapsed at free-fall 
acceleration directly into the path of most resistance. After seven years of investigation, the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology (NIST) determined that the building had not come down due to explosives or 
controlled demolition, as many alleged, or due to structural damage from the collapse of the Twin Towers, an 
explosion in the building's fuel oil systems, or any of the other suggestions that had been put forward and 
retracted by NIST over the course of its investigation. Instead, NIST spokesman Shyam Sunder insisted that the 
building had collapsed due to ordinary office fires. 


SHYAM SUNDER: The collapse of World Trade Center 7 on 9/11 was a rare event. Our study has 
identified thermal expansion as a new phenomenon that can cause the collapse of a structure. For the 
first time, we have shown that fire can induce a progressive collapse. 


SOURCE: Investigation of World Trade Center Building 7 


Jennings' remarkable story was captured by Jeff Rossen, reporting on the ground for WABC-TV, just moments 
after he and Hess had been rescued from the building. But it wasn't until several years later that Dylan Avery and 
Jason Bermas, the creators of Loose Change—the first viral internet documentary—discovered the clip of that 
interview from the day of 9/11 and realized that Jennings' testimony was one of the few eyewitness accounts of 
one of the deepest mysteries of that day: The destruction of WTC 7. 


JASON BERMAS: So while we were doing research for, obviously, our next cut of the film, Loose 
Change: Final Cut—you know, Loose Change Second Edition gave us a real opportunity to go 
around doing investigation. And we had had so much archived footage sent to us, because this was 
long before the days of the internet where you get something high-quality on the spot. And Dylan 
found footage of Barry Jennings that had been unedited that we had not seen that really suggested 
that he was absolutely in Building Seven. 


And we also correlated that with him being with Michael Hess. And Michael Hess was the right- 
hand man of Giuliani. He was the city corporation counsel. Here's a still shot of him behind me. And 
then you can see him here sitting next to Giuliani, so pretty much as close as it gets. And, you know, 
we made this connection. And actually I had reached out to Hess via email. I heard nothing back— 
and to, you know, the proper parties, nothing back. 


But Dylan tracked down Barry Jennings in his city office and Barry did respond. And Barry said, 
"Come on down!" So me and Dylan went down with the camera, and once we got in there and 
started talking to him, I remember like the first thing that I saw—you know, he was obviously, I'd 
say, not the highest up guy, but very—you know, he had his own office, he was well respected. He 
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had the key to the city. You know, he had talked about the key to the city after this event, and he 
even told us how he had seen Loose Change Second Edition. Basically, what I can remember: He 
was pretty sympathetic to our cause. He talked to us about Fahrenheit 9/11. 


And from there we tried to find a spot to get him, and I remember he drove us out there. We were in 
the back, one of his suits hanging up. I remember we even talked about his family, you know, being 
out in Long Island. Very friendly guy. And we got him on the pier. 


And listen: The interview is what it is. We've released it in full. We didn't add anything. We didn't 
coerce the guy. And I think what he says is about as telling as it gets. 


"As telling as it gets." 


Indeed, Barry Jennings' story is telling. As the only documented eyewitness testimony of the events taking place 
inside World Trade Center 7 during the hours of the attack, the accounts of Barry Jennings and Michael Hess are 
essential to coming to an understanding of the destruction of that building. And, most telling of all, it contradicts 
the official, government-approved story of Building 7's destruction in many important ways. 


BARRY JENNINGS: As I told you guys before, it was very funny. I was on my way to work and 
the traffic was excellent. I received a call that a small Cessna had hit the World Trade Center. I was 
asked to go and man the Office of Emergency Management (OEM) at World Trade Center 7 on the 
23rd floor. 


As | arrived there, there were police all in the lobby. They showed me the way to the elevator. We 
got up to the 23rd floor, me and Mr. Hess, who I didn't know was Mr. Hess at the time. We got to the 
23rd floor. We couldn't get in. We had to go back down. Then security and the police took us to the 
freight elevators, where they took us back up and we did get in. 


Upon arriving into the OEM EOC [Emergency Operations Center], we noticed that everybody was 
gone. I saw coffee that was on the desk. The smoke was still coming off the coffee. I saw half-eaten 
sandwiches. And only me and Mr. Hess were up there. 


After I called several individuals, one individual told me to leave, and leave right away. Mr. Hess 
came running back in. He said, "We're the only ones up here, we gotta get out of here." He found the 
stairwell. So we subsequently went to the stairwell and were going down the stairs. 


When we reached the 6th floor, the landing that we were standing on gave way. There was an 
explosion and the landing gave way. And I was left there, hanging. I had to climb back up. And now 
I had to walk back up to the 8th floor. After getting to the 8th floor, everything was dark. It was dark 
and it was very, very hot. Very hot. 


I asked Mr. Hess to test the phones as I took a fire extinguisher and broke out the windows. Once I 
broke out the windows, I could see outside below me. I saw police cars on fire. Buses on fire. I 
looked one way, the building was there. I looked the other way, it was gone. 


I was trapped in there for several hours. I was trapped in there when both buildings came down. 
The firefighters came. They came to the window. Because I was going to come out on the fire hose. I 


didn't want to stay any longer. It was too hot. I was gonna come out on the fire hose. They came to 
the window and they started yelling, "Do not do that. It won't hold you." And then they ran away. 
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See, I didn't know what was going on. That's when the first tower fell. When they started running, 
the first tower was coming down. I had no way of knowing that. 


Then I saw them come back. Now I saw them come back with more concern on their faces. And then 
they ran away again. The second tower fell. So as they turned and ran the second time, the guy said, 
"Don't worry, we'll be back for you." And they did come back. 


This time they came back with 10 firefighters. And they kept asking, "Where are you? We don't 
know where you are." I said, "I'm on the north side of the building." Because when I was on the 
stairs, I saw "North Side." 


All this time, I'm hearing all types of explosions. All this time, I'm hearing explosions. And I'm 
thinking that maybe it's the buses around me that were on fire, the cars that were on fire. I don't see 
no... you know? But I'm still hearing these explosions. 


When they finally got to us and they took us down to what they called the lobby . . . Because I asked 
them when we got down there, I said, "Where are we?" He said, "This was the lobby." And I said, 
"You gotta be kidding me." It was total ruins. Total ruins. Now keep in mind: When I came in there, 
the lobby had nice escalators. It was a huge lobby. And for me to see what I saw was unbelievable. 


And the firefighter that took us down kept saying, "Do not look down!" And I kept saying, "Why?" 
He said, "Do not look down." And we were stepping over people. And, you know, you can feel when 
you're stepping over people. 


They took us out through a hole, that . . . I don't know who made this hole in this wall. That's how 
they got us out. They took us out through a hole through the wall to safety. 


As they were taking me out, one firefighter had fallen. I believe he was having a heart attack. But 
before that, this big giant police officer came to me. And he said, "You have to run!" I said, "I can't 
run. My knees are swollen." He said, "You'll have to get on your knees and crawl, then!" He said, 
"Because we have reports of more explosions." And that's when I started crawling, and I saw this 
guy fall behind me. His comrades came to his aid and they dragged him to safety. 


I was looking for an ambulance for my knees, and at that time they told me we gotta walk 20 blocks 
to arefuge. Before I got there, Eyewitness News grabbed me and started interviewing me. 


And that's basically it. 


SOURCE: Barry Jennings Uncut 


To those unfamiliar with the official story of WTC 7, this might seem like just another account of the terror, 
confusion and heroism that the victims of that day faced during their harrowing ordeal. 


But this is not the case. Jennings' story is in fact full of details that directly contradict NIST's pronouncements on 
the destruction of the building. 


Most notably, Jennings! vivid description of the explosions that were taking place in the building during his 
ordeal is in direct contradiction to NIST's assertion in its FAQ on WTC 7 that, although NIST "investigated the 
possibility" of explosions contributing to the building's demolition, "NIST concluded that blast events inside the 
building did not occur and found no evidence supporting the existence of a blast event." 
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In fact, not only is there ample evidence, available to anyone interested, that there were explosions going on in 
the building shortly before it went down, but Jennings' personal account confirms that there were numerous 
explosions taking place inside WTC 7 in the morning, hours before the building was destroyed. 


The BBC, in its "Conspiracy Files" program on "The Third Tower," tries to muddy the waters by implying that 
the explosions that Jennings testified to were in fact the dust and debris from the Twin Towers' demolitions 
impacting Building 7. 


JENNINGS: At that time I received a phone call from one of my higher-ups and he said, "Where are 
you?" and I said, you know, "The emergency command center." And then he came back, he said, 
"Get out of here get out of the area." 


NARRATOR: At 9:59 the 1,300-foot South Tower collapses. 


[...] 


JENNINGS: I wanted to get out of that building in a hurry so I started—instead of taking one step at 
a time, I'm jumping landings. When I reach down to the 6th floor, with this eerie sound the whole 
building went dark and the staircase that I was standing on just gave way. 


NARRATOR: At 10:28 the North Tower collapses in just 11 seconds. 


SOURCE: BBC Conspiracy Files: The Third Tower 


With their editing and narrative intrusions, the BBC makes it seem that the explosions that Jennings and Hess 
experienced were just remnants of the Twin Towers hitting WTC 7. But in his interview with Dylan Avery and 
Jason Bermas, Jennings was completely adamant that he could still see both towers standing after the explosions 
happened. 


JENNINGS: What happened was, when we made it back to the 8th floor—as I told you earlier, both 
buildings were still standing, because I looked. [He points] Two. [He pauses] I look one way, look 
the other way—now there's nothing there. 


When I got to the 6th floor, there was an explosion—that's what forced us back to the 8th floor. Both 
buildings were still standing. 


Keep in mind, I told you the fire department came . . . and ran. They came twice. Why? Because 
tower | fell and then tower 2 fell. And then when they came back, they came back, they came back 
all concerned like to get me the hell out of there. And, and they did. And we got out of there. 


I got into the building a little before nine. .. . A little after nine. I didn't get out of there until, like, 
1:00. 


It is important to note that Jennings' story does not present a different view of the official story of 9/11; it 
undermines that story entirely. Multiple explosions taking place in the lower floors of Building 7 before the 
Twin Towers' destruction shows that NIST was wrong to dismiss the possibility of explosive demolition of WTC 
7. Given that the explosions that trapped Jennings and Hess was not falling debris from the Twin Towers 

and was not a fuel oil tank explosion—a point stressed by Jennings and confirmed by NIST—then the most 
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likely possibility—pre-planted explosives that were timed to go off during the attacks—remains not only 
uncontested, but unconsidered by NIST or any other investigative agency. 


Indeed, the 9/11 Commission—which called Jennings in to question him about his story in one closed-door 
meeting that was never followed up—did not even mention the stunning, symmetrical, free-fall demolition of 
World Trade Center Building 7 in its final report on the attacks. The BBC, as we have seen, attempted to bring 
Jennings' story in line with the official story by purposely misleading its viewers about the timeline that Jennings 
himself insisted on. And NIST, infamously, took seven years to finally offer an account of Building 7's collapse; 
an account so absurd as to be self-refuting: 


SUNDER: Here's a video taken on 9/11 that shows WTC 7 collapsing. Note the kink in the East 
penthouse and the progression of the screening wall and the West penthouse collapsing from East to 
West. Here is our structural model showing the building collapsing, which matches quite quite well 
with the video of the event. 


Most remarkable of all, and conveniently left out of the account of every so-called "debunker" of Jennings' 
testimony, is what Jennings himself felt about the destruction of Building 7. 


JENNINGS: Well, I'm just confused about one thing and one thing only. Why World Trade Center 7 
went down in the first place. I'm very confused about that. I know what I heard. I heard explosions. 


The explanation I got was it was the fuel oil tank. I'm an old boiler guy. If it was a fuel oil tank, it 
would have been one side of the building. When I got to that lobby, the lobby was totally destroyed. 
It looked like King Kong had came through it and stepped on it. It was so destroyed, I didn't know 
where I was. And it was so destroyed, they had to take me out through a hole in the wall. A 
makeshift hole that I believe the fire department made to get me out. 


Given Barry Jennings' personal experience, what did he make of the BBC's attempts to alter the timeline of his 
story? How did he react to the official government viewpoint that no explosions took place in the building that 
day? What did he think of NIST's refusal to even examine the evidence of controlled demolition of WTC 7 or 
their own computer-generated model of how "thermal expansion" and regular office fires brought down a 47- 
story steel-framed office tower? 


Sadly, we will never know. When Dylan Avery and Jason Bermas released a small clip of their interview, 
Jennings' job was threatened and he asked that the interview not be included in Loose Change: Final Cut. The 
full interview was not released until after the BBC released their Third Tower documentary in which Jennings 
claimed to be unhappy with how his testimony was "portrayed" by Avery and Bermas. 


No further interview or follow-up with Jennings about his comments or about the way the BBC portrayed his 
story was possible. In September 2008, just as NIST was presenting its final report concluding that WTC 7 had 
spontaneously collapsed from ordinary office fires, it was reported that Barry Jennings had passed away in 
hospital the month before. No further details of his death were offered. 


Dylan Avery, seeking to bring closure to Barry Jennings' life, answer questions about his death, and honor the 
bravery of a 9/11 survivor who spoke the truth even when it was unpopular, hired a private investigator to 
determine the circumstances of Jennings’ death. In a remarkable and bizarre turn of events, however, after 
pursuing the case, the investigator referred the matter to the police, refunded his fee, and told Avery never to 
contact him again. To this day, no time or cause of death of Barry Jennings has ever been publicly announced or 
confirmed. 
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Despite the sad and confused ending of this tale, there is still hope. Hope that the courage Jennings had in 
standing up and telling the truth—even though it was not what the government, NIST, or the promoters of the 
official 9/11 story wanted to hear—will not be wasted. Hope that, ultimately, the historical record, and the truth 
itself, will out. 


BERMAS: I think the strongest lesson to be learned about Barry Jennings is that the historical record 
is the historical record, no matter how hard you try to spin it. For instance, you know, now with these 
Dark Overlord documents leaking, there's litigation talking about the transformers being blown up in 
the bottom of the building. OK, now if that had happened, we would have had a visual event much 
like what happened with the Con Edison transformer blowing less than six months ago. It did not 
happen. And yet on paper and litigation and in official documents it does again and again. Well, it's a 
cover-up. 


The man stepped over bodies. We know that happened. He and Hess both talked about internal 
explosions. That building housed the CIA, the Secret Service, the SEC. I mean, I could go on. It's 
unbelievable. 


And I really hope with this latest litigation we finally get to the truth, no matter what. And I would 
hope that Barry would want the truth, no matter what he may have said in that BBC documentary. 
Because I spent time with the man. I was in his back seat, and he sure as hell wanted the truth then. 


And so now, all these years later, those who are still seeking the truth are left in the same position as Barry 
Jennings himself was when he first talked to Dylan Avery and Jason Bermas: Looking at his own experience 
inside WTC 7 on 9/11 and the government's official explanation of those experiences, and realizing that the two 
do not add up. Jennings and the other 9/11 whistleblowers are those special few who can stand up and say that 
the emperor is not wearing any clothes. 


JENNINGS: Well, I'm just confused about one thing and one thing only. Why World Trade Center 7 
went down in the first place. I'm very confused about that. I know what I heard. I heard explosions. 


Michael Springmann 


In the days after September 11th, 2001, while the toxic dust was still settling on Lower Manhattan, details began 
to emerge about the terrorists who had allegedly hijacked the fateful 9/11 flights. Names and pictures were 
released to the public and broadcast around the world. Ziad Jarrah. Hani Hanjour. Marwan al-Shehhi. Mohamed 
Atta. Even before the official story had begun to coalesce, the foreign faces and unfamiliar names flashing across 
the screens seared themselves into the consciousness of a traumatized public and left little doubt: This attack was 
the work of Muslim terrorists. 


But at the same time, information began to come out that created problems for this narrative. Reports of these 
devout Muslim fundamentalists drinking alcohol and partying in strip clubs. Revelations that two of the suspects 
had been allowed into the US after being identified as Al Qaeda agents. Confirmation that these same agents 
lived with an FBI asset while in the US. And even the testimony of a senior military intelligence official that a 
counter-terror program had been specifically warned not to investigate Mohamed Atta in the lead-up to 9/11. 


WYATT ANDREWS: According to Congressman Kurt Weldon, it was a secret Pentagon 
intelligence unit code named Able Danger that knew a year before 9/11 that lead hijacker Mohamed 
Atta was in the United States and connected to Al Qaeda. 
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CONGRESSMAN KURT WELDON: And as you can see, they identified Mohamed Atta's cell. 


ANDREWS: In the summer of 2000, he says, the Pentagon's special ops command had identified 
two terrorist cells inside the US, and knew of the connection between Atta and three other men who 
became hijackers. When the agents recommended telling the FBI, Weldon says Clinton 
administration lawyers said "No," because Atta was in the country legally and could not be targeted 
by military intelligence. 


WELDON: And their recommendation to bring the FBI in, to take that cell out, which was ignored, 
and they were told you can't do that. 


ANDREWS: So a year before 9/11 they had their picture—they had the picture of Mohamed Atta— 
WELDON: Yes. 
ANDREWS: And they knew roughly where he was? 


WELDON: Yes. 


SOURCE: Able Danger - CBS, CNN News, August 9, 2005 


But of the many bizarre pieces of the alleged 9/11 hijacker puzzle, none gets closer to the heart of the mystery 
than the seemingly innocuous revelation that 14 of the alleged hijackers' visas to enter the United States had been 
issued at the same office: the US consulate in Jeddah. That so many of the visas were issued from a single office 
may seem like a minor footnote at first glance, but it is not. In fact, the Jeddah consulate is not just another US 
consular office. It has a history of issuing visas to terrorists at the request of the CIA. 


Just ask Michael Springmann. 


J. Michael Springmann was a graduate of the Georgetown University School of Foreign Service who joined the 
Commerce Department's International Trade Administration, serving as an economic/commercial officer in 
Stuttgart from 1977 to 1980 and as a commercial attaché in New Delhi from 1980 to 1982. In 1987, having 
passed the foreign service exam and gone through an orientation program, Springmann was assigned to the 
Jeddah consulate in Saudi Arabia. 


Whatever he was expecting to find awaiting him in his new office, it's safe to say that it didn't take long for 
Springmann to find that the reality was going to be very different. As he writes in his exposé of his time at the 
Jeddah consulate, Visas for Al Qaeda: CIA Handouts That Rocked the World, "the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia was 
a mysterious and exotic place, but it was nowhere near as exotic and mysterious as the American consulate 
general on Palestine Road." 


J. MICHAEL SPRINGMANN: Well, when I got to Saudi Arabia I began hearing all kinds of 
strange things about the problems my predecessor had made for me. I heard this in fact from Walter 
Cutler, the American ambassador, just before I left. He spent 45 minutes telling me about all the 
problems that my predecessor Greta Holtz had created, and I thought, "Gee, she's going to make my 
career for me!" 


And I get to Jeddah and I'm being requested: "It's your decision of course, Mike, but we have this 
problem here with this visa and we have an especially good contact and we'd like to have the person 
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get a visa to come to the United States. Can you do it?" And I'd interview them and I'd give them the 
visa. 


And after a while, these people began to be really strange characters that had no ties to either Saudi 
Arabia or to their own country and I would refuse them. And I would get a rocket from the Consul 
General, Jay Freres, who's dead now, about, "Why didn't you issue the visa? This guy is a good 
contact." 


I said, "Well, he couldn't prove he had any ties either to Saudi Arabia or to his own country that was 
strong enough to make him return from the United States to Saudi Arabia or to his own country." 
There's no set list of contacts and connections, but it's things like having a job, having businesses, 
having property, having family, something that would prevent you from staying in the United States 
and disappearing into the woodwork. 


And it got to the point where it was, "Either issue the visa or you're not going to work for the State 
Department anymore." And as time went by I found out that, of some 20 Americans, there were only 
three, including myself, that I knew for a certainty to work for the Department of State. The rest 
worked for the CIA or the National Security Agency. 


Eventually reassigned as a political/economic officer in Stuttgart and, finally, as an economic analyst for the 
State Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Research, it took years for Springmann to fully comprehend the 
story that he had found himself in the middle of during his time at the Jeddah consulate. A key piece of that 
puzzle was provided when Springmann returned to the US and talked to journalist Joseph Trento, who informed 
him that the Jeddah office was being used by the CIA to ship in Osama Bin Laden's associates for training in the 
US. 


SPRINGMANN: So I came across Joe Trento, the journalist, in the middle of all of this, and he said, 
"Well, what you were doing in Saudi Arabia was issuing visas to the Mujahedin who were being 
recruited for Afghanistan to fight the Soviets." And then the penny dropped and my eyes were 
opened and I said, "Yeah! That explains why they got so ferocious when I said no to these visas and 
why they stonewalled me when I tried to find out what was going on." 


I was talking formally to people. I talked formally to the Bureau of Consular Affairs when I was in 
Washington on the advice of the consul for consular affairs in Riyadh. And then I talked to the 
Congressional Committee on Foreign Affairs for the House of Representatives. I talked to the 
Government Accountability Office, which is a watchdog for Congress on the executive branch, and 
got nowhere. People just didn't want to talk to me. And I said, "Well, this is really strange." 


And it bears out exactly what Trento had said: that they had an intelligence operation going on. And 
according to Joe, the reason they didn't tell people in Jeddah about this was they wanted plausible 
deniability. They wanted to be at arm's length from what people were saying and saying, "Well oh, 
gee. We didn't know anything about that. He made a mistake. He didn't get with the program. He 
didn't know what was going on. He was violating the law. Put him in jail. Fine him." Whatever. 


Although the idea seems outlandish from a post-9/11 perspective, at the time it was not particularly surprising. 
The CIA had worked with Osama Bin Laden and other so-called "Mujahedin," including many Saudis who had 
been drawn to Afghanistan to fight America's arch-enemy, the Soviets, during the Afghan War. There were 
glowing articles framing Bin Laden as an "Anti-Soviet warrior" who was "on the road to peace" in mainstream 
publications well into the 1990s. And in the weeks after 9/11 it was even reported in the pages of Newsweek that 
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in the late 1980s—precisely at the time that Springmann was stationed at the Jeddah consulate—"the veterans of 
the [Mujahedin's] holy war against the Soviets began arriving in the United States—many with passports 
arranged by the CIA." 


One infamous example of an intelligence agency helping a known terrorist to enter the United States in this 
period came in the case of Omar Abdel-Rahman, better known as the "Blind Sheik." In December 1990 it was 
revealed that the Blind Sheik had "slipped into the United States" despite being on a State Department terrorist 
watch list. At the time, the State Department insisted "[t]hey made a mistake" by issuing him a tourist visa from 
the United States Embassy in Khartoum. But three years later, the truth finally came out. As The New York 
Times reported in 1993 after a State Department inspector general investigation: "Central Intelligence Agency 
officers reviewed all seven applications made by Sheik Omar Abdel-Rahman to enter the United States between 
1986 and 1990 and only once turned him down because of his connections to terrorism." 


In this context, the revelation that Springmann was being directed by the CIA to let Mujahedin into the US for 
training was not unthinkable or outlandish conspiracy conjecture. On the contrary, it was practically expected. 


As Springmann himself admits, if he had simply been informed at the time that the CIA was helping to facilitate 
such an operation in support of their foreign policy goals against the Soviet Union, he probably would have went 
along with it. 


SPRINGMANN: And you know it goes back to Trento saying, "Well, they wanted somebody— 
some 'schlub' is his word—to be there and take the heat if something went wrong. And at the time I 
was dumb enough that if they'd explained it to me, "Yes, we're recruiting the Mujahedin" I would 
have said, "Well, yeah, OK, this is an important foreign policy goal. I hate those godless communist 
bastards! So yeah, I'll go with this." But they never did. 


And it would have saved a lot of effort on my part and saved a lot of embarrassment on their part, 
because I've been writing and talking about this for the last 25 years. 


Springmann's attitude is reflective of much of the American public's perception of Muslim terrorists in the late 
1980s. As tools of US foreign policy—convenient pawns to be wielded on the global chessboard against 
America's enemies—they were not regarded as enemies themselves, but embraced as "freedom fighters" and 
"anti-Communist warriors." 


KENNETH BRANAGH: US National Security Adviser Brzezinski flew to Pakistan to set about 
rallying resistance. He wanted to arm the Mujahedin without revealing America's role. On the 
Afghan border near the Khyber Pass, he urged the Soldiers of God to redouble their efforts. 


ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI: We know of their deep belief in God, and we are confident that their 
struggle will succeed. That land over there is yours. You will go back to it one day, because your 
fight will prevail and you'll have your homes and your mosques back again, because your cause is 
right and God is on your side. 


SOURCE: Soldiers of God 


PRESIDENT RONALD REAGAN: The goal of the United States remains a genuinely independent 
Afghanistan, free from external interference, an Afghanistan whose people choose the type of 
government they wish, an Afghanistan to which the four million refugees from Soviet aggression 
may return in safety and, yes, in honor. 
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On behalf of the American people, I salute Chairman Khalis, his delegation, and the people of 
Afghanistan themselves. You are a nation of heroes. God bless you. 


SOURCE: Remarks Following a Meeting With Afghan Resistance Leaders and Members of 
Congress 


But that was before "the day that changed everything." 


After the FBI released their list of suspected 9/11 hijackers, it didn't take long for questions to emerge about 
these men, their background, and their travels. What paper trail and travel documents had been left in their 
wake? How did they obtain their visas to enter the US? Where did they obtain them? When? Which consular 
officers were in charge of issuing the visas, and were there any irregularities in the process? 


It took years for these questions to be answered, but when they were, the results were scarcely believable. Not 
only had 14 of the alleged hijackers' visas been obtained from the same Jeddah consulate that the CIA had used 
to funnel terrorists to the US during Springmann's tenure, but 12 of those visas were issued by a single consular 
officer: Shayna Steinger. 


A Columbia University graduate with no apparent foreign service background, Steinger was appointed as a 
consular officer in 1999 and arrived in Jeddah for her first foreign service assignment on July 1, 2000. From that 
point on, she proceeded to issue the visas to more than half of the alleged hijackers, many of them based on 
incomplete applications and fraudulent documents. 


Saeed al Ghamdi received two visas, one in September, 2000, and the other in June, 2001. His second 
application was incomplete, lied about his earlier visa and was linked to a different passport with fraudulent 
features. Both visa requests were approved by Shayna Steinger. 


Hani Hanjour received a visa from Steinger in September 2000, just two weeks after she rejected his first 
application. In subsequent investigations, she gave conflicting accounts of why she denied Hanjour's visa the 
first time and why she issued it the second time. 


Despite numerous errors on their applications which normally would have gotten them rejected, on October 24, 
2000, Steinger issued visas to both Waleed and Wail Alshehri. 


And, later that week, despite an incomplete application and suspicious indicators in his passport, Steinger issued 
a visa to Ahmed Alnami. 


From the time of her arrival at Jeddah until just weeks before the attacks, the pattern continued: Men with 
incomplete, error-ridden applications and fraudulent or suspicious documents had their visas rubber-stamped by 
Steinger and, in September, their names and faces ended up on the FBI's hijack suspect list. 


In researching his book, Springmann tracked down and confronted Steinger about her time at Jeddah and her role 
in issuing these visas. 


SPRINGMANN: So in the course of doing more research I ran across Jon Gold, who was a 9/11 
researcher and an activist, and he came up with Shayna Steinger's name. She was my successor 
several times removed who was in Jeddah and who had issued visas to 11 of the 15 Saudis who got 
the visas in Saudi Arabia to go fly airplanes into American buildings. I said, "Wait a minute. What is 
this?" 
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She was hired out of Columbia University with no real background in foreign affairs that I could see 
at a very high "GS" or foreign service level of about an FSO-4, which is maybe a GS-13, I guess, in 
the civil service. And she went on for a full 20 years with the State Department and retired, if she in 
fact worked for State. And after a bit I came across—or, actually, a journalist came across me and 
said, "Look, I found Shayna Steinger out in Iowa. Do you want to talk to her about your experience 
and her experience and compare them?" 


So I did. I called her up. I found her phone number and she was living with her mother. And we had 
a bit of a fight to get her to talk to me, and I said, "Look, you either talk to me or I'll write an article 
about it." So she finally broke down and we talked, but only in general terms, saying, "Well, yes, I 
did the right thing. I did what I was told. They did an investigation. They cleared me." 


And I said, "Well, what was the story? You know, my understanding was they were recruiting 
terrorists for the Mujahedin to come to the US for training at US military facilities, generally on the 
East Coast. And they even had 52 recruiting offices in the United States, including one in 
Washington, D.C., but I could never find any background exactly where they were located." 


And she said, "I didn't do anything wrong. I just did what I was told." And it was kind of like talking 
to my cats sometimes. They were there and they knew you were talking to them but they didn't give 

you any real good answers. So the book went out. It's never been challenged by the government, but 
it's gotten me interviewed, such as with you and with a lot of September 11th people. 


Like so many of the 9/11 whistleblowers, Springmann paid a heavy price for his desire to tell the truth. His 
refusal to bow to the CIA and issue visas to unqualified applicants during his time at Jeddah, his refusal to stop 
asking questions about the operation he had been involved in after he was transferred elsewhere, and his refusal 
to stop speaking about the visas for Al Qaeda long after he left the State Department have had drastic 
repercussions on his career and his personal life. 


SPRINGMANN: Once I was out of State I found I couldn't get a job anywhere. I mean, I spoke 
several languages to a greater or lesser extent, I had experience working on three continents, I knew 
how to manage offices. I couldn't get a job, and I got the impression after a bit that I was being 
blacklisted. 


So I hired one of these resume checking services out in California and asked them to ask around. So 
they called up Day Mount and pretended to be someone hiring me and wanted to know how I was as 
an employee in Jeddah and what he thought of me and could he think of anything that special that I 
had done. And he said, "Well, I can't think of anything really right off the bat," and he came up with 
these weasel-worded responses to their questions, which gave the impression that, no, you shouldn't 
hire this guy. But he didn't come out and say that, but it was by implication very, very clear that 
Mike Springmann is not to be touched. 


So then I went to law school and worked at getting a job after law school. I started asking around 
when I was in law school. I interned in various organizations like the American Civil Liberties 
Union. I talked to various national security organizations and found out that I couldn't get a job again 
to save my soul. 


ise] 


I tried writing. I tried everything I could think of. And while collecting unemployment I was told to 
issue them reports on how many people I talk to during the week, and I would send page after page 
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after page in of companies I applied to that I had hoped would fit my talents and abilities, but got 
nowhere. 


So I figured, you know, the government is still in there pitching, trying to keep me out of any kind of 
a gainful employment, because that's how you get rid of people permanently. They don't have any 
money, they can take your house, you have no money to do anything except put food on the table, if 
you can. So it was a very nasty few years. 


And for all of this sacrifice, we are still no closer to learning the truth about the Jeddah consulate and the CIA 
operations there than we were two decades ago. That 14 of the 19 alleged hijackers received their visas from the 
same office—12 from the same consular officer—is just the start of a deep and largely unexplored rabbit hole 
that brings not just the travel patterns or the intelligence connections but the very identity of those suspects into 
question. 


Biographical details and pictures of two separate Ziad Jarrahs have been released to the public, and in fact 
multiple photographs of a number of the alleged hijackers appear to be pictures of entirely different people. A 
Waleed Al Shehri appeared alive and well in Morocco after 9/11 to protest the use of his name and photograph 
in stories about the supposed hijackers, and he was joined by an Abdulrahman al-Omari in Jeddah, who the FBI 
were forced to apologize to for falsely naming as a suspect. Newsweek reported that five of the alleged hijackers 
received training at secure U.S. military installations in the 1990s. Amidst the confusion, FBI Director Robert 
Mueller was forced to admit that the Bureau was "not certain" as to the identity of several of the men on their 


suspect list. 


These issues remain untouched and largely forgotten by a public that, through a process of suggestion and 
association, have come to believe largely without question that the 19 faces in the iconic "hijacker line-up" are 
the perpetrators of 9/11. It is only through the story of people like Mike Springmann that we can begin removing 
those layers of lies and obfuscations from the story of 9/11 and come to a better understanding of the truth. 


And, in the end, that idea—that we can get closer to the truth, that wrongs can be righted and lies exposed—is 
the idea that motivates whistleblowers like Mike Springmann. Whistleblowers who have come forward at great 
personal expense to shine light on these long-buried and inconvenient truths. 


SPRINGMANN: I think, you know, I have to look at what I did and look at myself, and, as the story 
goes, look at your face in the mirror every morning. But I've been reading some emails sent to me by 
a good lawyer contact, lobbyist and attorney, on stoicism. And there have been things from Marcus 
Aurelius, Epictetus and other folks. And one of the things that I saw was their comment that— 
memento mori—that you expect to die and you don't fear death. You don't look forward to death, but 
at the end of the day you think, "Well, what have I done this day, the last day that might be the rest 
of my life? I may not wake up tomorrow morning. Have I balanced the accounts? Have I done 
something of substance? Have I tried to rectify a wrong. Have I tried to do something good to 
balance out the evil in the world?" 


ead 


So that's one of the reasons why I keep doing this. I figure if I've got nothing else to do for the rest of 
my life, I've got to square the balance, and, regrettably, I've got to say, educate the ignorant if I can. 
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William Rodriguez 


When people talk of the bravery exhibited by ordinary men and women during the traumatic hours of the 9/11 
attacks, they are talking about people like William Rodriguez. Indeed, of the many stories of selflessness and 
courage to have emerged from that fateful day, it would be difficult to find one more heroic than that of William 
Rodriguez, dubbed the "last man out" because, as a janitor holding a master key to the buildings, he risked his 
life till the very moment of the Tower's destruction, helping those trapped inside the Towers to escape. 


RAMON TAYLOR: William Rodriguez was working as a janitor at the World Trade Center when 
the towers were attacked. Using a master key, he ran to open as many doors as he could before 
exiting and becoming buried alive. 


WILLIAM RODRIGUEZ: So they started looking under the rubble, and once I got pulled from 
under the rubble I was—after, I was in shock. Why? Because I couldn't find any of those buildings. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Survivor Recounts His Experience 


SADE BADERINWA: Rodriguez had one of only five master keys to unlock the doors in the 
middle stairwell and lead firefighters up floor by floor. 


RODRIGUEZ: So I went and I picked up the man in the wheelchair and I started going down. The 
building started to oscillate so hard. 


BADERINWA: He saved several lives that day. Then suddenly Rodriguez heard a terrible rumbling 
like the sound of an earthquake. 


RODRIGUEZ: I saw— it was a total disaster. And all I hear is "Run! Run! Run! 


BADERINWA: Like so many others, Rodriguez ran from the cloud of debris and dove under a fire 
truck. 


SOURCE: William Rodriguez on the news on 9-11-06 


WILLIAM RODRIGUEZ: We went up by the stairs with the Port Authority police to start rescuing 
people. A lot of people were coming out, but there was a lot of people that stayed there. And we 
brought a lot of people on wheelchairs and a lot of people on gurneys, all [the] people that couldn't 
make it because there was no elevator service. The elevator went out. 


SOURCE: CBS - 9-11 William Rodriguez interview 9/11 NIST FOIA - WCBS Dub2_30 


REPORTER: The World Trade Center towers were built as a class "A" building. That means that, 
in the case of a fire, every third floor in both towers is closed to prevent a backdraft. It is the reason 
that Rodriguez’ master key was so crucial to getting people out. 


RODRIGUEZ: It was hard. The amount of heat that was generated because of the fire was coming 
down. The smoke . . . It was an acrid smoke because you could feel it on your throat. 


REPORTER: He saw firefighters carrying a hundred pounds' worth of equipment on their backs 
waiting for a freight elevator that would never come. That elevator was demolished. So Rodriguez 
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led them up another way, using a back pathway that only he knew. After the sky lobby collapsed he 
finally listened to police, who told him to get out. He was not prepared for what he was about to see. 


RODRIGUEZ: When I look around I find all the bodies of the people that jump out of the building. 
They came out of the building and they say, "I saved myself!" And a piece of debris came in and 
killed them. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Tribute - Custodian William Rodriguez 


As one of the heroes of that day, a man whose story encapsulates all the tragedy and drama of 9/11, William 
Rodriguez is no stranger to the glare of the media spotlight. Not only has he been interviewed for dozens of news 
programs and reports on the events of September 11, 2001, and been featured as a spokesman for the survivors at 
multiple events and on many reports, he has also been awarded for his courage that day and even invited to a 
White House dinner, where he was honored by President Bush for his bravery. 


But carefully curated from most mainstream reports on Rodriguez’ remarkable story is an equally remarkable 
fact: This 9/11 hero is in fact a 9/11 whistleblower, someone who has contradicted the official story of the 
September 11th attacks from day one. According to Rodriguez, the first explosion that he felt that day was not 
the impact of the plane nearly 100 stories above him, but an explosion below him, from one of the sub-basement 
levels. 


RODRIGUEZ: That morning I was supposed to be there at 8 o'clock in the morning every day. I 
called my supervisor because I was not going to work, I was gonna take a sick day. Made it there at 
8:30 in the morning, go straight to the lobby, down to the basement. 


The building has six sub-levels of basement: B1, B2 .. . all the way down to B6. Basement six, 
basement five, all the way up to basement one were all Port Authority areas. Some of them have 
parking for tenants, some of them have storage. B1 office ... B1 level is where they have the support 
office for my company, the cleaning company, American Building Maintenance. 


So I was talking to the supervisor, and at 8:46 we hear "BOOM!" An explosion so hard that pushed 
us upwards in the air. Upwards. And it came out from below us. From the mechanical room that was 
right below us. And it was so loud and so powerful that all the walls cracked, the false ceiling fell on 
top of us, the sprinkler system got activated, and everybody started screaming so loud because they 
didn't know what was going on. 


And the first thing I'm going to say is that a generator just blew up on the B2 level—the level below 
me. And everybody's screaming. And when I'm going to verbalize it, six to seven seconds after, we 
hear "BAH!" The impact all the way on the top of the building of the plane. 


Two different events separated by almost seven seconds. Separated by time. And now, I work in the 
building for 20 years. I know the difference of the sound coming from the top and one from the 
bottom. 


So when everybody started—"What the heck is going on?"—a person comes running into the office 
saying, "Explosion! Explosion!" His hands extended, all the skin pulled from under his armpits on 
both arms. Hanging! And we thought it was clothing—it was part of his clothes—until he gets closer. 
He was coming like this, like a zombie. "Explosion! Explosion!" And when I looked at him, I 
realized it was his skin. Like when you take off a glove and you let it hang. And when I get to see his 
face, all this part was hanging off his face and everybody started screaming in horror. And I say, 
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"Don't move!" The guy was a black guy named Felipe David. Worked for a company called 
Aramark. 


SOURCE: William Rodriguez's story 


Rodriguez' story provides startling and credible eyewitness testimony that undermines the official myth that 
there were no explosives in the Twin Towers that morning. Rodriguez is insistent on a number of points: That 
there was a loud and distinct noise at 8:46 AM, that it came from beneath them in the sub-basement level and 
blew them upwards, and that it notably preceded the sound of the plane impact above them. This has led 
Rodriguez to conclude that there was an explosion in the sub-basement before the plane impacted the North 
Tower, something which the 9/11 Commission and other official government investigations into the attacks 
denies. 


And, importantly, Rodriguez has been telling this same story—including the same detail about Felipe David— 
since the day of 9/11 itself. 


AARON BROWN: William Rodriguez is a maintenance worker at the Trade Center, I believe. In 
any case, he's on the phone with us now. Mr. Rodriguez, can you hear me? 


RODRIGUEZ: Yes, I can hear you clearly. 

BROWN: Tell me where you were when—well, which of the two buildings were you in? 
RODRIGUEZ: I work on the Building One. The one that got hit the first time. 
BROWN: Tell me what happened. 


RODRIGUEZ: I was on the basement, which is a support floor for the maintenance company. And 
we hear like a big ruamble—not like an impact, like a rumble—like something . . . like moving 
furniture on a massive way. And all of a sudden we hear another rumble and a guy comes running— 
running—into our office, and all his skin was off his body. All his skin. We went crazy. We started 
screaming. We told him to get out. We took everybody out of the office, outside to the loading dock 
area. And then I went back in. And when I went back in I saw people—I heard people that were 
stuck on an elevator—on a freight elevator, because all the elevators went down. And water was 
going in and they were probably getting drowned. And we get a couple of pipes and open the 
elevator and we got the people out. 


SOURCE: William Rodriguez interview, CNN, 13:33, 9/11 


If it were only William Rodriguez who heard, saw and experienced explosions inside the Twin Towers that 
morning, then such testimony would be easy enough to rationalize away. Maybe Rodriguez had become 
confused in the chaos of that morning. Maybe he had interpreted the sound and explosion incorrectly. Maybe he 
was lying to gain attention. 


But William Rodriguez is not the only person who heard, saw and experienced explosions inside the Twin 
Towers that morning. In fact, hundreds of people, including office workers, police, firefighters and others have 
reported explosions all throughout the morning, from before the moment of plane impact all the way up to the 
explosive demolition of the towers themselves. 


FEMALE BYSTANDER: What was it like? 
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TYRONE JOHNSON (FDNY LADDER 24): Horrible. The whole building just collapsed on us. 
Inside the lobby. 


MALE BYSTANDER: Was that a secondary explosion? 

JOHNSON: Yes, it was. Definitely a secondary explosion. We was inside waiting to go upstairs and 
on our way upstairs the whole fucking thing blew. And it just collapsed on everybody inside of the 
lobby. 

MALE BYSTANDER: That must be the first tower coming down— 


JOHNSON: I don't know about the first one, but the second one... It was terrible. Then there was a 
third one, too, after that one. 


MALE BYSTANDER: There was an explosion after that? 


JOHNSON: Yes, there was. Everybody was just inside the building, waiting to go upstairs and it 
just let loose. Everything just let loose inside the building. 


MALE BYSTANDER: So what you're telling me is that there was the plane or whatever hit the 
building, then a secondary explosion— 


JOHNSON: There was like three explosions after that. We came in after the fire—We came when 


the fire was going on already. We was in the staging area inside the building, waiting to go upstairs. 
And then an explosion. The whole lobby collapsed on the lobby inside. 


SOURCE: 9/11 FireFighters - THREE Explosions After Plane Hit WTC 

REPORTER: And you were working there? 

KENNY JOHANNEMAN: Yes, I was right there. I was in the B—I was down in the basement. 
Came down. All of a sudden the elevator blew up. Smoke. I dragged a guy out. His skin was hanging 


off and I dragged him out. And I helped him out to the ambulance. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Eyewitness to Twin Towers Basement Explosion? 


REPORTER: Arthur Del Bianco is one of the lucky few, able to tell a tale of survival from a 
hospital bed. 


ARTHUR DEL BIANCO: All of a sudden there was, like, "BANG! BANG! BANG! BANG!" Like 
bullet shots. And then, all of a sudden, three tremendous explosions and everything started coming 
down. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Eyewitnesses to WTC Demolition Explosions 


EYEWITNESS: I think a bomb went off in the lobby first, then a plane hit the building. Then 
another plane hit the other building. But when I was coming through the doors on the other side of 
the Trade Center, something—either they blew the lobby up, or something. Because it blew the glass 
out of the doors and knocked us all down and I got a—smoke and everything on me. 
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Fireman 1: We made it outside, we made it about a block— 


Fireman 2: We made it at least two blocks and we started running. Floor by floor, it started popping 
out— 


Fireman 1: It was as if they had detonated—as if they were planning to take down a building. BOOM 
BOOM BOOM BOOM BOOM— 


Fireman 2: All the way down. I was watching it and running. 


SOURCE: Bombs + Explosions at the WTC Complex on 9/11/01 


These stories, collected haphazardly by reporters at the scene that day, paint a very different picture of 9/11 than 
that portrayed by NIST and the 9/11 Commission. Rather than a progressive collapse due to fire and burning jet 
fuel, these stories suggest that what was happening inside the Twin Towers that morning was in fact a series of 
explosive events. Explosive events that were powerful enough to cause internal collapses within the buildings 
well below the points of the plane impact and fires, and even, according to multiple witnesses, events that 
preceded the impact of the plane. 


But is there more systematic and rigorously collected evidence of these explosions? Is there a repository of such 
testimony that would confirm what Rodriguez and many others have affirmed since the day of 9/11 itself: 
namely, that there were explosions taking place inside the buildings that morning? 


In fact, there is such a repository. In the wake of 9/11, New York Fire Commissioner Thomas Von Essen ordered 
the collection of oral testimony from firefighters, paramedics and emergency medical technicians who responded 
to the attacks that morning. That collection, amounting to more than 12,000 pages of testimony from 503 people, 


was then promptly sealed. It took a lawsuit and four years of court battle for the collection to be finally released 
to the public. 


One of the researchers who spent time poring over that testimony was Graeme MacQueen, a retired associate 
professor at McMaster University and the former director of that university's Peace Studies Center. What he 
found in that repository of oral history, and presented in a scholarly article for The Journal of 9/11 Studies, was 
an unmistakable pattern: Time after time, these first responders reported experiencing explosions in the Twin 
Towers. Explosions that cannot be accounted for in NIST's official explanation of the towers! destruction. 


GRAEME MACQUEEN: There is other eyewitness explosion evidence that corroborates 
Rodriguez, at least in a general way. Meaning that there were people talking about explosions in the 
basement. There were lots of people talking about tremendous explosions and fire in some of the 
elevators—blowing the doors off elevators. 


And some of this testimony can be found on the internet. I found some of it in the FDNY oral 
histories. You know, firefighters talking about the doors being blown off elevators. 


And so there was some kind of very destructive event. Also the windows in the lobby, which were 
very strong windows, were blown out by the time most of the firefighters got there. And as one of 
them said, it looked like a plane hit the lobby. 
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There were other explosions that went off over the next hour or so, before the buildings started to 
come down. And when they came down, there were patterns of explosion from around the point of 
plane impact all the way down. Apparently we were supposed to believe that the building was 
coming down because of structural failure. But again, these were timed very well to go off ina 
particular way. 


This is one of the reasons we know that these were explosions and that this was a controlled 
demolition. There were patterns. And they were explosions that were extremely strong, taking out 
these massive buildings and pulverizing them in less than 20 seconds. This was not structural failure. 


Rodriguez' story was not some fanciful invention that he spun during the most dramatic and horrific hours of his 
life; it is a story that fits into a pattern of explosive testimony related by many other witnesses that day. It is also 
a story that is deeply uncomfortable for those in the government and the media who were eager to celebrate the 
acts of bravery New Yorkers committed that day, but who will never report the explosive truth about the events 
at the World Trade Center that demolishes the official government conspiracy theory of 9/11. 


It is remarkable that Rodriguez, immediately recognized and celebrated for his heroism on that day, would 
continue to insist on his story even as the official story—the one that insisted there were no explosives used that 
day—began to take shape. But he did. For years, Rodriguez used his speaking opportunities on mainstream 
media and at memorials and commemoration events to inform the public about explosions in the Twin Towers 
that morning. 


Unsurprisingly, despite the attention and accolades he received for his remarkable story in the early days of 9/11, 
he soon found himself becoming persona non grata in the mainstream media because he refused to go along 
with the official lies about what happened that morning. 


RODRIGUEZ: It says, "Safety Fire Department of New York." 

ANASTASIA CHURKINA: A rescue jacket he wore over his torn shirt. A lantern from the rubble. 
RODRIGUEZ: It doesn't work, but another memory from 9/11. 

CHURKINA: And a piece of marble from high up on the 44th floor. This saved for a decade. 
RODRIGUEZ: I put it in my pocket because it was just such a shocking realization. 

CHURKINA: As well as memories that he relives every single day. 


RODRIGUEZ: And I was pulled on the rubble and I started looking for all the people and I only 
found pieces of human beings. 


CHURKINA: William Rodriguez, a janitor in the Twin Towers for almost 20 years and 9/11 
survivor who saved hundreds of lives on September 11th by unlocking door after door for 
firefighters and dragging out at least a dozen people with his own bare hands. Known as the "last 
man out" before the World Trade Center collapsed, his unlikely story had the media glued to him 
like bees to honey. Becoming a voice for the victims, Rodriguez was honored as an American hero, 
only to be left homeless in the aftermath of the tragedy. 


RODRIGUEZ: Funny thing: I will give the 800 number on camera, and when I called the 800 
number they denied me the help. 
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CHURKINA: And shunned by the mainstream media soon after. 


RODRIGUEZ: Censorship. I believe that censorship started from the very beginning, because when 
I was telling my story they told me, "Oh, cut this out. Cut this out." 


CHURKINA: No longer sweetheart of American broadcasts, William now talks mostly to foreign 
outlets. The reason: His version of 9/11 differed from the official scenario. 


NEWS REPORT: It was the first hijacked plane that hit the— 


RODRIGUEZ: "It was the first hijacked plane." No, hello! That was an explosion before the plane 
hit the tower. 


SOURCE: 9/11 survivor censored by media 


Even more remarkably, Rodriguez went beyond simply telling the truth about what he witnessed that day. 


Little known even to those who are familiar with his story is that Rodriguez has used his notoriety and media 
opportunities to advocate for 9/11 survivors who are suffering from the health effects incurred in the aftermath 
of the towers' destruction. He has even taken the fight for 9/11 Truth to the political arena, forcing the 
government's hand in convening a public commission to investigate the attacks, something that the Bush 
administration fought tooth and nail to prevent. 


RODRIGUEZ: The 9/11 Commission is a book of 576 pages . . . 576 pages of lies. Because the 
9/11 Commission exists because I went with three other people to Congress to ask that we wanted a 
formal investigation of the events of 9/11. And you may remember that the president said, "We don't 
need an investigation. We know who did it." That was the wrong thing to say to the families. We had 
the right and we wanted to know. So we pressed for an investigation. They didn't want it. 


So we used a technique that they have used against a lot of the people with the excuse of the war. We 
put widows, we put wives, we put fathers that love their loved ones on every television show and 
every news network to ask for an investigation. And they couldn't handle the emotional toll that that 
will create on the American public. So we got the investigation. 


I testified behind closed doors. They didn't want me to do the testimony in an open hearing. 
Everything else—everybody else—open hearings. You saw the hearings. Mine was behind closed—I 
agreed because I did not know what was the process and I thought up to that point that they were 
going to do the right thing. 


We created a family steering committee and we gave the Commission 168 questions to answer. We 
only have 22 of those questions answered. We wanted to have a family member to be part of the 
Commission, and they say, "We don't want to allow that because they will have access to national 
security papers" and a lot of flimflam and baloney. We never got it. So we have to press for 
questions to be answered. We never got those answers. 


Up to that point we thought that they were going to do the right thing. The final report shows up .. . 


What a surprise! My whole testimony was omitted. It doesn't appear. 27 people that I gave them to 
interrogate, they didn't call them. Not even one of them. 


SOURCE: What Really happened on 9/11? - William Rodriguez 
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That the 9/11 Commission's work was subverted and undermined by conflicts of interest and deliberate cover-up 
is perhaps to be expected. But the efforts of people like William Rodriguez have been instrumental in advocating 
for those left quite literally in the dust of 9/11. Those whose stories are too problematic for the official 9/11 
narrative to be given any credence or attention. 


As Graeme MacQueen points out, the story told by William Rodriguez and the other witnesses to explosions in 
the Twin Towers that day is not a peripheral issue or a minor footnote in the story of 9/11. On the contrary, it is 
of central importance. Either Rodriguez and the other witnesses to explosions independent of the planes and fires 
are wrong, or they are right. And if they are right, we are forced to the conclusion that the official story of 9/11 is 
not just mistaken, but that it is a deliberate fraud that has been perpetrated on the American public—and the 
broader public around the world—for nearly two decades. 


MACQUEEN: Well, that would obviously indicate that somehow this building was wired for 
explosions and that there had been a plan made in advance of the plane attacks to destroy this 
building. And that means the official story about, you know, Mohamed Atta and the other 18 
hijackers flying planes is an incorrect story. 


That it indicates that there was—to use the classic word—an inside job. Somehow, insiders—deep 
insiders—got in the building and readied it for annihilation on that day. It also indicates that the story 
we've been told is false, and really knowingly false. Because, of course, Rodriguez and many other 
eyewitnesses to explosions were ignored, or silenced, or lied about by the official investigating 
agencies. Which means that the whole 9/11 story is a fraud. 


Ultimately, the story of Rodriguez is important, not just for what it tells us about the official 9/11 narrative, or 
even for what it tells us about the way that power operates in society. It is important because it shows us what 
ordinary men and women are capable of in extreme situations. It reminds us that, in times of distress, we are still 
capable of coming together to help those around us. And it provides us with an example of someone who will 
not stop telling his truth, even when it becomes unpopular. 


RODRIGUEZ: Our wounds are still open. We're still hurting. We're still going through the process 
of traumatic shock syndrome—PTSD. 


You call me a hero, I call myself a survivor. For me, the heroes died on 9/11, in my opinion, because 
they died helping others. I just had the only tool available for me at that time to do great things, so I 
was—lI'm a survivor. I have that survival skill. Why did I survive and my friends didn't? 


And now, 16 years after, it hits me stronger because I see the families. I see new families that came 
out from people that I saved and I always wonder, you know, what would have happened if those 
people that I lost—those 200 friends—will be alive today. It hits you. It hits you hard. So 16 years 
after, we're still dealing with the backlash of what happened on that day. 


9/11 changed me. It changed the world. We all know that. But it changed me in more ways than I 
expected. 


SOURCE: The MSM Censored Full Story of William Rodriguez 


THE COMMISSIONERS 
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TRANSCRIPT 


Of all the 9/11 whistleblowers, perhaps the most noteworthy are the 9/11 Commissioners themselves. 


The 9/11 Commission (formally “The National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States”) was 
set up by President George W. Bush, who dragged his heels a full 441 days before finally establishing a body to 
investigate the events of September 11, 2001, and "to prepare a full and complete account of the circumstances 
surrounding" them. But that remarkable gap between the events and the empaneling of the Commission was not 
due to mere laziness; Bush actively resisted any investigation for as long as he could, taking the extraordinary 
and unprecedented step of personally asking Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle to limit Congress’ 
investigation into those events. 


It was only when the political pressure to form a commission of inquiry became too great for Bush to resist that 
he authorized the commission and nominated a chairman: Henry Kissinger. 


PRESIDENT BUSH: Today I'm pleased to announce my choice for commission chairman: Dr. 
Henry Kissinger. 


REPORTER: Dr. Kissinger, do you have any concerns about once the commission begins it work 
and fingers point to valuable allies—say, Saudi Arabia for example—what policy implications could 
this have for the United States, particularly at this delicate time? 


HENRY KISSINGER: I have been given every assurance by the President that we should go where 
the facts lead us. 


SOURCE: Henry Kissinger and the 9/11 Commission 


Kissinger’s reputation as a cover-up artist and tool of the political establishment was such that even The New 
York Times speculated that Bush’s nomination of him showed that the president wanted to contain the 
investigation into 9/11, not enable it. 9/11 victims’ family members, similarly concerned that Kissinger was 
being appointed to run a cover-up commission, challenged him to his face to release the client list of his political 
consulting business. 


NARRATOR: Several family members approached Kissinger and requested a meeting at his office 
in New York. Prior to the meeting, Kristen Breitweiser conducted a thorough investigation of 
Kissinger's potential conflicts of interest. 


PATTY CASAZZA: Probably much to the chagrin of some of the people in the room, Lorie (Van 
Auken) asked some very pointed questions. "Would you have any Saudi-American clients that you 
would like to tell us about?” And he was very uncomfortable, kind of twisting and turning on the 
couch. And then she asked "whether he had any clients by the name of Bin-Laden." And he just 
about fell off his couch. 


NEWS REPORTER: Former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger stepped down from the position 
Friday. 


MINDY KLEINBERG: We thought the meeting went well. 
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SOURCE: 9/11: Press For Truth 


The next morning, Kissinger resigned his post as head of the 9/11 Commission and former New Jersey Governor 
Thomas Kean and former Indiana Congressman Lee Hamilton were appointed chairman and vice-chairman, 
respectively, to take his place. 


Remarkably, the suggestions of political cover-up did not end there, nor were they confined to a marginalized 
“lunatic fringe” of “conspiracy theorists” derided by the establishment media. The remarkable and almost 
completely unreported fact is that six out of the 10 commissioners—Kean and Hamilton, as well as Bob Kerrey, 
Tim Roemer, John Lehman and Max Cleland—have all expressed concern that the Commission was misled, 
stymied, hampered by conflicts of interest, and, ultimately, forced to participate in a politically motivated cover- 
up. 


In their book, Without Precedent: The Inside Story of the 9/11 Commission, and in press conferences and 
interviews at the time the report was released, Kean and Hamilton famously remarked that the commission had 
been “set up to fail.” 


EVAN SOLOMON: Even Lee Hamilton, the co-chair of the 9/11 Commission itself, admits to us 
that the process he headed up was seriously flawed. 


LEE HAMILTON: So there are all kinds of reasons we thought we were set up to fail. We got 
started late. We had a very short time frame; indeed we had to get it extended. We did not have 
enough money. They were afraid we were going to hang somebody. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Commission "Failed" - Lee Hamilton - CBC 


THOMAS KEAN: But it was very difficult. And Lee and I write in our book that we think the 
commission in many ways was set up to fail. 


SOURCE: Hamilton and Kean on September 11 Terrorist Attacks 


As it turns out, the majority of the commissioners felt that the commission had been lied to, deliberately 
obstructed, undermined by the White House, or set up with staff that had conflicts of interest in the investigation. 


One of these concerned commissioners, Max Cleland, resigned because the commission had been “deliberately 
compromised by the President of the United States.” 


Commissioner John Lehman, meanwhile, admitted on NBC Nightly News that the Commission had to go 
through Karl Rove and other senior White House members to access key documents in their investigation and 
that "[W]e purposely put together a staff that had—in a way—conflicts of interest," stressing, lest there be any 
doubt, that "[a]ll of the staff had, to a certain extent, some conflict of interest." 


Commission members even considered bringing criminal charges against Pentagon officials who had 
deliberately lied to them about the military’s complete lack of response on that day. 


But perhaps the most cryptic of all the dissenting commissioners was Bob Kerrey. In 2009 he remarked that 9/11 
was a "30-year old conspiracy," but no mainstream reporter has ever followed up with him to clarify this 
statement. 
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JEREMY ROTHE-KUSHEL: Do you support a criminal investigation into 9/11? Because I know 
yours was an exposition. It was not a criminal investigation. 


BOB KERREY: | don't think so, but I don't know. I mean, I do support a permanent commission to 
examine not just that but lots of other things in this area. 


ROTHE-KUSHEL: But if it's a permanent cover-up then it's—I mean, if it is an act of war and it's 
hiding things—which everyone on your Commission knew, that the Pentagon was changing their 
stories, lying to you—then it's a cover-up of an act of war, and under Article 3 Section 3 of the 
Constitution it's treason. So unless we get to the very bottom of it then we're still talking a treasonous 
exposition. 


KERREY: This is a longer conversation, I'm not sure we'll ever get to the bottom of it. 
ROTHE-KUSHEL: We have to or we can't save our country, sir. 


KERREY: I don't think—vweell, if that's the condition upon which we're going to be saving our 
country—because the problem is, it's a 30-year-old conspiracy. 


ROTHE-KUSHEL: No, I'm talking about 9/11. 
KERREY: That's what I'm talking about. 
ROTHE-KUSHEL: Oh, you are. You mean... 


KERREY: Anyway, I gotta run. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Commissioner Bob Kerrey finally confesses 9-11 Commission could not do it's job 
- Part 3 of 3 


It is utterly remarkable that the 9/11 Commission and its final report are still held up as the final word on the 
events of September 11, 2001, when a majority of its own Commissioners admit that the commission was a 
cover-up and did not get to the bottom of the story. Even more remarkable is that this fact has never even been 
mentioned, let alone examined, in any mainstream media report. And, despite the fact that the majority of 
Americans believe the government is concealing what it knows about the events of September 11th from the 
public, to this day anyone who raises questions about the Commission or its findings is treated as a conspiratorial 
loony by those same media personalities who refuse to report on the 9/11 Commission's own whistleblowers. 


It should be apparent by this point that the old argument that “someone would have talked” is not just fallacious, 
but factually incorrect. There have, in fact, been numerous whistleblowers with documentable evidence of the 
frauds and fictions that have been constructed around the official 9/11 narrative. Their disclosures put the "but 
someone would have talked" doubters in an uncomfortable predicament: Either they are lazy—boldly 
pronouncing on issues they have not themselves bothered to investigate—or they are lying. 


What is especially galling when the so-called "skeptics" use the "someone would have talked" fallacy is that the 
whistleblowers have in fact done everything possible to publicize their stories—holding press conferences, filing 
formal appeals, joining whistleblower organizations, and making themselves available for interviews. For their 
heroic efforts, these brave men and women have been fired from their jobs, shunned by former colleagues, 
smeared by the mainstream media, and ignored by the public. 
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“Someone would have talked.” Indeed, numerous “someones” have talked. Some of them have even screamed. 
But when their cries are ignored, the stories of the 9/11 whistleblowers sound like the proverbial trees falling in 
the forest with no one around to hear them. Unless and until we give these valiant men and women a voice, then 
we will never hope to learn the truth about 9/11. 
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Ptech and the 9/11 Software 


By James Corbett ¢ 10/14/2011 ¢ https://www.corbettreport.com/ptech-and-the-91 1-software/ 


[Editor's Note: Following is a transcription of Episode 045 of The Corbett Report podcast, Ptech and the 9/11 
Software. To listen to the episode, and for links to all of the articles and documents mentioned in this episode 
please CLICK HERE.] 


Watch this video on BitChute / Odysee / YouTube or DOWNLOAD THE MP4 
Running Time: 1:07:28 


Description: Indira Singh explains about Ptech, the company with numerous investors and managers with direct 
links to terrorist financing. Ptech's clients included the CIA, FBI, the White House, the Department of Energy, 
the Air Force, the Navy, the FAA, IBM and Enron...Yet Singh learnt they were a CIA front company and their 
software could gain control of the most sensitive computer systems in the country. 


[Introduction and News] 


James Corbett: Welcome, my friends. Welcome to Episode 45 of The Corbett Report: "PTech and the 9/11 
Software." Today’s episode features information that comes from corporate whistleblower, Indira Singh. Regular 
listeners to The Corbett Report might remember Indira Singh from Episode 31: Welcome to 9/11 Truth. 


In that audio documentary, we featured a clip from Indira Singh’s presentation to the Citizens Commission on 
9/11. If you want to refresh yourself with that information, please listen to Episode 31 of The Corbett Report, 
starting at [0:16:31] and ending at [0:27:36]. That clip, which we featured in that earlier episode of The Corbett 
Report, featured some of Indira Singh’s startling testimony about the information that she gleaned when she was 
working at J.P. Morgan-Chase. 


Singh was hired as a consultant for J.P. Morgan-Chase to develop the next generation of business architecture 
enterprise software. The software she was seeking to implement at J.P. Morgan-Chase, one of the largest 
financial institutions in the world, was specialized, cutting-edge risk architecture software, that would essentially 
be artificially intelligent and capable of scanning through the millions of transactions taking place across the J.P. 
Morgan-Chase institution in real time, monitoring these transactions for suspicious activity such as rogue 
trading; and would then be able to alert the proper people within the J.P. Morgan institution to the problem; and 
potentially even stop the transactions from taking place. 


The importance, sensitivity, and sophistication of any such software necessarily led Ms. Singh to seek out the 
true leaders in the enterprise architecture software industry. Her research and due diligence into the issue, led her 
to a company called PTech. 


As the senior risk-management consultant for one of the largest financial institutions in the world, Ms. Singh 
knew to trust credible, proven sources of third-party software. That is why PTech’s roster of clients immediately 
put them in the top echelon of software providers. 


PTech’s clients included some of the most sensitive organizations and agencies in the United States government, 
including NATO, The U.S. Armed Forces, Congress, The Department of Energy, The Department of Justice, 
The FBI, Customs, The FAA, The IRS, The Secret Service, and the White House. 
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This sterling roster of clients made Indira Singh very eager to take a look at PTech software. However, when the 
PTech representatives arrived at the J.P. Morgan-Chase offices to display and present their software, Ms. Singh 
knew there was something wrong right away. 


Today, we are going to do something we have not done since Episode 20 of The Corbett Report, which 
featured a presentation by Webster Tarpley on the 9/11 drills. 


Regular listeners to The Corbett Report will remember Webster Tarpley’s lecture from Episode 20, on the 26 
war games and drills that Webster Tarpley has identified as taking place on, or around, 9/11 that directly affected 
the U.S. Air Force’s ability to counteract the hijackings that day 


That was one of the key talks to get people into the deep research through which they can come to a more 
informed understanding of the operational aspects of 9/11 as an inside job. 


Likewise, the interview that we are about to present with Indira Singh gives a more informed, more detailed, 
account of what was really taking place on 9/11, and the software that was used to help bring that about. This is 
an extremely important interview for anyone interested in the serious, deep research into 9/11, and is an 
excellent starting point from which to begin a deeper investigation of that day. 


I heartily recommend that my listeners check out this interview in its entirety. And, again, please go to the 
Documentation list on corbettreport.com for a link to the original source file of this audio interview, so you can 
listen to it in its entirety. 


Today, I present an extended audio extract from this interview, conducted by Bonnie Faulkner of KPFA’s “Guns 
and Butter” in 2005. This extract begins with Indira Singh explaining what happened when PTech arrived in her 
office. 


[begin audio: [0:12:37:5]] 


Indira Singh: Well, they came a little late. Immediately there were some issues with how the day would 
proceed. For instance, they showed up without the agreed-on software in hand. The most important thing about it 
is that their chief scientist, Dr. Hussein Ibrahim, came. He is an Egyptian-American and he had a very good 
reputation in the field, very bright; someone you would like working with, very knowledgeable. But they had 
showed up without the software. 


What I had done was I slated a work station to get off the net. After all, we were testing whether this software 
would meet our criteria, and if I had said it did, then that would be a big deal if it subsequently could not. So, I 
needed to start with an out-of-the-box version of PTech. 


They did not bring that, and Dr. Ibrahim said that is not a problem. We can develop the demo on his laptop. If 
you know anything about these things, that is a No-no because at the end of the day he is walking out the door 
and I do not have anything; and he is walking away with enough of our thinking about doing operational risk. 


Operational risk is about how to spot bad things that are going on in a financial institution; things like rogue 
trading, money laundering, and so on and so forth. It is very subtle. Our intellectual property, at least what J.P. 
Morgan was hiring me for, was to think, innovatively out-of-the-box in the next generation, how do you 
proactively design a blueprint to spot these things? That is pretty big. 
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These people are definitely smart enough to get an idea: “Oh, they are thinking of going down this road.” That is 
a big deal. I was your “risk” person so I am very aware of not to expose our intellectual property or that of the 
company I am consulting for. I am very protective of that. 


So, they showed up without the software and that was a huge enough red flag that I began paying attention to 
them. A couple of the things went on and within half an hour I just walked over to the same people who had 
recommended them and began calling. 


I said to one of them, I have the PTech people here, and the reaction was not the reaction I would have ever 
expected. It was, “What are they doing onsite?” 


I said, you recommended them, and they said, “No, you should have come through an American distributor.” 


I said, no, J.P. Morgan reserves the right to work directly with the company. And, besides which, they are a 
preferred vendor of IBM: their preferred vendor program. That is the way we work. We do not work for small 
distributors. If we are going to go with this software as a standard, we are going to go right to the source and 
make the agreements there. 


So, I said, what is the problem? Basically, this person said, “Do not let them out of your sight.” That is when my 
stomach sank. 


You have to understand how all of a sudden I am beginning to see these people in a different way, because when 
they said, “Do not let them out of your sight,” I have a Middle Eastern company there and we are taught not to 
discriminate and that was not something I was about to do - and to prove that they were there being evaluated, so 
that is never going to be a bone of contention. Although later, people made that an issue. 


But if I had a problem working with a Middle Eastern company, they would have never been there in the first 
place, much less before Ground Zero closed. I had no problem whatsoever having them up there. I liked the idea. 


Bonnie Faulkner: What do you mean PTech was a Middle Eastern company? 


Indira: That is what, subsequently, was revealed in the phone call: that their financier, their funders, their 
investors were all Saudis. And I said, so what? 


They said, “One Saudi has been placed on the U.S. terror list October 12, 2001.” 


It got very quiet, and I said, you better have proof of that because having thrown that into my lap now, this is not 
something that I can ignore. I have to follow up on it. This is not something I can ignore, pretend would go 
away, or have someone else handle. This is risk management; the highest levels of one of the largest banks in the 
world. It is my responsibility to deal with this and I said, how can I get proof of this? 


That is when they started saying, “You need to talk to a Jeff Goins,” who was one of the only three people in 
PTech who knew of this relationship, as he was that well-hidden within PTech. So I subsequently called Jeff 
Goins and I said if this is true, did you not report this? PTech is a private company so this relationship would 
have been privy only to those on the inside. 


I said, did you report it anywhere, that someone who has been placed on the U.S. terror list is key funder — angel 
investor — to a company whose software is utilized at the highest levels of almost every government and military 
and defense organization in this country, including the Secret Service, the FBI, the Department of Defense, the 
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House of Representatives, the Treasury Department, the IRS, the U.S. Navy, the U.S. Air Force, and last but not 
least, the Federal Aviation Administration? 


Bonnie: Are you saying these were all PTech clients? 


Indira: These were all PTech clients. When I was evaluating them I was pretty impressed. Why not PTech? 
Exactly. They are being used at the highest levels of all of these organizations. So I was very excited about using 
them, and having their software be able to be a part of what I wanted to develop. 


I had no reason to believe that if they were in use everywhere at that caliber that I would have a problem. And 
they were also used in Enron. Perhaps I should have thought twice about that, but they were at use in IBM, of 
course, and the top accounting firms and even in the FBI. In MITRE... 


Bonnie: What is MITRE? 


Indira: MITRE is a large company that does specialized technology for defense and intelligent. You would not 
expect to have an exposure with the company that was so well entrenched and imbedded in these kinds of 
organizations. 


Bonnie: So what about the meeting? Did they leave? What happened? 


Indira: No, because, basically my position was until I had proof, I could not react. That would have been very 
unprofessional of me. I thought of a number of scenarios that could be going on at that point. I thought it might 
have been competitiveness out of control, distributors wanting the J.P. Morgan account. It could have been 
anything. 


However, the one thing that was true is that the chief investor, Sheikh Yassin al-Qadi, was indeed placed on the 
U.S. terror list because while I was talking to them, while they were still there, I checked out a website that had a 
list of everyone who had been placed on the terror list. 


The missing piece was, of course, proving that Sheikh Yassin al-Qadi was indeed affiliated with PTech, was an 
owner of PTech. Because it was a private company, you could say that anybody was an investor, any bad guy or 
good guy was an investor. Proving it was another thing, so I let everything ride but I kept an eye on things. 


In fact, we did we have a presentation that went very, very well because in no way, shape, or form was I going to 
jeopardize that. 


Bonnie: What happened next? Did you go on working with them, or did you start to investigate PTech? 


Indira: | continued multi-tasking. I was working with them. I placed a few phone calls and people got back to 
me later that day while they were still on the premises. So, I was able to separate the concerns, accomplish the 
task, evaluate the software anyway, start the phone calls to start getting more information. Then my report would 
have been: This is the software. It is used everywhere. It can do what we want it to do, however we have this 
issue with the company. And present that to my superiors and let them decide. 


Bonnie: Then did you start investigating the company? 


Indira: Yes. What happened next was I spoke with Jeff Goins and he told me that, basically, not only was 
Yassin al-Qadi an investor, but that a Yaqub Mirzawas on the Board of Directors, and he had been the subject of 
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Operation Green Quest. Many of his Herndon, Virginia vehicles and companies and financing companies had 
been raided in March 2002. 


Again, that Mirza was on the Board of Directors. As we spoke, other names started to come out. My head was 
spinning at this point, and I said, have you reported any of this to the FBI? The answer came back, “Yes, I wrote 
a report to the FBI.” 


I said, if the boss and FBI has been told, I need to speak with people there because it is not just my group that is 
evaluating them. There are so many other groups. But I could not believe that, if this was all true, PTech was still 
being used by the Department of Defense. There is something a little bizarre about all of this. 


Really, I was beginning to understand, unwillingly, that the world was not the way we thought of it. 
Bonnie: This person that you were discussing this with, Jeff Goins? 

Indira: Goins. Yes. 

Bonnie: Was he an employee of PTech? 


Indira: Yes, he was. He was one of the key people at PTech. He held several important positions. He had 
traveled to Saudi Arabia. And he had met with Yassin al-Qadi and he had met with most of the investors. His 
last position was Vice President of Sales which, for a small company, is pretty significant. 


He worked with PTech, helping build the company, for five years. He was the one that was based in Virginia, 
who was responsible for getting a lot of the government accounts with, of course, Oussama Ziadewho was the 
president. Oussama Ziadeis a Lebanese-American who, according to Jeff, got his citizenship under very 
questionable circumstances which involves the INS. 


This is all according to Jeff, so at some point, later in the week I had decided to go down to Virginia and meet 
with not only Jeff, but a number of other PTech and ex-PTech employees because this was beginning to sound 
like a Tom Clancy novel and I needed proof. 


I told them I needed emails, I needed documents, I needed hard evidence. But in the meantime, within a day or 
two, I had contacted my rep at IBM. I said I need to walk outside with you and talk to you about something. If 
you guys are thinking of getting seriously in bed with this company, I would suggest that you do some 
background investigation so that your clients like J.P. Morgan and myself do not end up in this situation. His 
name was Kyle Hiligoss. 


Kyle told me that he “wrote a book report” and sent it to his legal department. He was told to just back off the 
whole thing. In fact, he did not even want to have anything to do with me as I continued investigating. 


Jeff did get the agents at the Boston FBI office to call me back. And with Kyle listening in, so it was not just me 
reporting on what Jeff had said, we spoke to the FBI agent who had picked up the information that Jeff had 
reported on PTech when Yassin al-Qadi was placed on the terror list in October 2001. Remember, this is eight or 
nine months later. 


My question to him is: If you have an investigation that is ongoing, that is fine. We do not want to get involved 
with it or impede it in anyway, but in the meantime, this country’s infrastructure is seriously exposed and I can 
not, if any of this is true, can not. I need some evidence, something that you can give me to hang my hat on when 
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I report this, that this is true; that this is not just someone making a terrorism report; that you know that this is 
true. 


Basically, what he said is, Indira you are in a better position, on the outside, to get the proof that’s needed than I 
am. I asked him to check with the supervisor. I said do you understand how serious this is, to have a company 
with this alleged terrorism connection in the highest levels of corporate America and the U.S. infrastructure? I 
said, if you do not know, we need to make you aware of this. 


He apparently went to his supervisor. The supervisor said that the position would not change. The Boston FBI 
office, you can check this out, was rated as one of the worst in terms of corruption. I believe the Whitey Bolger 
incident — the connections between the FBI and the Mafia — has been (how should I put it?) extremely well- 
explored. 


Anyway, this mob character, Whitey Bolger’s brother, was in a very high level political position in Boston, MA. 
In fact, if people were to read Peter Lance’s book, Cover Up, he explores it very well and backs up a lot of what 
I have found here: the interaction between organized crime and the FBI. 


When they said they were not going to proceed, I. . . 
Bonnie: And by “they” you are talking about the FBI? 


Indira: The FBI. I said I need something to hang my hat on, so he sent me a video tape. The substance of the 
video tape, which I have here, was a news clip. It was a news clip of a CBS affiliate based in Boston, called 
WBZ-TV. Their investigative reporting team — the I-Team — which was led by investigative reporter, Joe 
Bergantino, had investigated a number of Middle Eastern men who were sought after 9/11. They were affiliated 
with Muslim-Islamic terrorism-financing charities. 


He had created this clip to show the connection between the 9/11 terror attack and the financial vehicles that 
were supposedly used to fund it. What he did was very interesting. The I-Team connected Care International — 
not the big Care International, but something called Care International - that was based in Boston all the way 
back to al-Keefah which was the financing vehicle at the center of the World Trade Center bombing in 1993; all 
the way back to something called Maktab al-qeedah-mad, which means “the office”, which was a financing 
vehicle that was set up by the CIA for the Pakistani ISI back in the days when Osama Bin Laden was America’s 
fair-haired boy and was on our side fighting with the Mujahidin, fighting the Soviet Union. 


My goodness! The question to me, when I saw the video tape, was: What is Maktab al-qeedah-mad doing being 
run out of PTech on 9/11? And the reason I say “being run out of PTech “is that the faces in the video tape were 
the faces of core employees at PTech. 


Now remember, this is a small company. There were only one or two people who had access to the source code 
in PTech. That is a very trusted position, and he was one of them. His name is Suheil Laher. The people who 
started Care International; some of them were actually on an FBI terror watch list prior to 9/11 in Boston. 


Bonnie: What do you mean by “the source code’? 


Indira: All software products have some group or organization or person write code that is then packaged up. 
For instance, the word processor in your desk, the spread sheet, the browser, and so on and so forth. It is all 
written in some sort of code. Those are the keys to it and if you wanted to improve it, add new functionality, you 
would change the original code and add new functionality, and then repackage it and send it out there. 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 125 


Whoever had access to the source code of PTech, that was where the value was. If you lost the source code, you 
essentially lost product for all intents and purposes from a marketing point of view. So, only one or two people 
would have access to the source code. It would be like having the formula for Coca-Cola, basically. 


Bonnie: Let’s go over that a little bit again. You were talking about Care International and some other funding 
groups that have been what? Funding international terrorism. . .? 


Indira: That is correct. 
Bonnie: . . .and also have been funded by what? The CIA . . .? 


Indira: The roots of al-Keefah and Care International, if you look at it, were way back in the late 80s around the 
time of Iran Contra, for instance.Maktab al-qeedah-mad was set up so that monies could be passed to Osama Ben 
Laden and the Mujahidin when they were fighting the Soviet. 


I will not go into a lot of detail, but it ended up that Osama Ben laden took that over and was running al-Qaeda 
through that. The connections to the Pakistani ISI still stood. The connections to the CIA still stood. Not in the 
way that was originally set up, but through a black or a gray operation. That had been later confirmed to me. 


At the end of the day, when I was finished with certain parts of the investigation, it was clear to me that there 
was no way PTech could have done all of this without a lot of inside help. That is what I began focusing on: that 
it was a cutout, that it was a front. Was it a regular CIA front? Was it a clandestine front? What was it? There are 
walls within the FBI, walls within the CIA, behind which these operations take place. Who is behind those 
operations is a key question. 


People might say, “Oh, this is all conspiracy theory,” but I would like to remind people that conspiracy is very 
much recognized by the United States Federal Code and it is called RICO Racketeering and Influence. It is very 
much recognized because there is so much power in these organizations that they have rules in place. For 
instance, the DCIA — the Director of CIA — cannot, after his term of DCIA, subsequently run for Vice President 
or President, which is what happened with George Herbert Walker Bush. That rule was bent for him. He went on 
from being the DCIA to running for Vice President. That is a No-no. 


[music in background] 


Bonnie: | am speaking with 9/11 whistleblower and risk technology architect, Indira Singh. Today’s show: 
Ground Zero 9/11: Blueprint for Terror, Part 2. 


Iam Bonnie Faulkner. This is ““Guns and Butter’. 
[music stops] 


It sounds like you are describing an interlocking relationship, then, between this software company funded by 
Saudis and funded by whomever: the United States government, U.S. corporations, and then-known groups, 
globally, that are accused of staging terrorist attacks. This is all of a piece. 


Indira: Yes. Absolutely. One of the things I want to say is, maybe those organizations do not fully know who 
their masters are. PTech is the one golden thread you pull on. All of this is unraveled because it goes into the 
corporations, it goes into these government entities, it goes into the terrorism financing entities. None of which 
have been, oh, by the way, taken to task. 
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There are just so many questions about what does this all mean? As we investigated further, we found that the 
origins of PTech were very interesting. Where did this company come from, obviously, is the first question. And 
how did they get to be so powerful? Who were the people or the organizations that brought them in? Who knew? 
Who gave them the power? Who, for instance, signed off Ziade’s U.S. citizenship without doing background 
checks? Who said that they had a bad feeling doing that? 


I remember that PTech’s competitors, U.S. companies, were extremely annoyed at the fact that they could not 
get equal time. All the plum contracts were going to a foreign-owned company. I said, did you know they were 
foreign-owned, and if they are foreign owned, they could not get certain classified projects? And he said, “Indira 
, everyone knew some of them.” 


Some of the competitors said everyone knew that they were Saudi-owned, and that meant that they got favorable 
treatment on Capitol Hill. I said, are you saying that they just got favor treatment or was there something more 
going on? They would not answer. Their lawyers instructed them not to answer. So, they knew a lot of what was 
going on. 


Bonnie: Who were you talking to about this? 


Indira: 1n one particular case, I was talking to one of their competitors, Popkin Software. I have no problem 
naming names because I think that in the memory of 3,000 U.S. and worldwide civilians who were murdered, if 
we are going to wage wars and spill blood around the world, we ought to take a look at this, and just have the 
truth come out, because the truth has not come out. There has been a lot of speculation. There has been a lot of 
innuendo, but there has not been hard proof. 


PTech is the one situation where you can get hard proof. When we investigated PTech and the people behind it, 
where they came from, we found out that one of the founding members was a man by the name of Soliman 
Biheiri, who was one of the founding directors. He had put together a vehicle called BMI, which stands for bitol 
mal (?)[34:48:6]. 


BMI was identified as being involved with terror financing, but this is just not going to be “The Muslims hate 
America”. That is not what it is. There is something else going on here. They are being used as a tool, just as the 
good people of the United States are being used, are being misled and frightened and terrorized. And if we do 
not wage these horrific wars our way of life will be over. Who benefits from that? 


Bonnie: What else did your investigation of PTech turn up? Didn’t you meet with several employees or former 
employees of PTech? 


Indira: Yes. It goes back to when all of this was being revealed to me. This is the last week of May, 2002 - the 
last day, or June | or so of 2002 - and low and behold out of nowhere the Chicago FBI enters the picture. We 
have Agent Robert Wright, of the Chicago FBI, who was giving Congressional testimony. He stands on the steps 
of the Capitol and bursts into tears, apologizes to the 9/11 families’ victims that he did not do everything he 
could to prevent 9/11 from happening; that his investigations were repeatedly shut down. 


I almost fell over because he announced that his investigation was investigation into Yassin al-Qadi, the same 
Sheikh Yassin all-Qadi who was the money-man behind PTech. You could not ask for a more direct connection 
to 9/11 than that. I will even discount the fact that some ex-PTech employees - when I went to see them, I 
presented all the terrorists’ faces — had indicated that they had seen some pass through PTech. 


In fact, one or two had mentioned that they thought one of the hijackers had actually passed through PTech, and 
I said, did you report this to the FBI? Can you tell me when? Can you get evidence of that? Can you get 
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litigation-quality evidence, something that would stand up? Whatever you can get, give it to me. Make copies. 
Give it to the FBI. I still thought they were on our side. 


Bonnie: The FBI, you mean? 


Indira: The FBI. In fact, and this has to be made very clear, there are some extraordinarily real patriotic 
Americans and good people in the FBI. As has been said by, I believe, Agent Colleen Rowley, one of the FBI 
whistleblower’s bosses, that there is a wall in the FBI. This has been validated to me by various attorneys in 
Houston who are very close to the power bases, and are pretty ticked off at what is happening to this country and 
they are speaking out. As are many CIA agents who are very concerned that it has gone too far. As are many 
NSA agents who are concerned that it has gone too far. And, FBI agents. So, we have a lot of people who are 
speaking out. They have kept quiet too long. 


They are afraid. They are afraid of what is happening to this country. When I say the Third Reich, what is 
happening to this country, they say — and I will indentify “they” if pressed — we will make the Third Reich look 
like a tea party. I guess we have that many more billion people to control on this planet. 


Bonnie: And when you say “they say” are you referring to people that you have spoken with in the FBI? 


Indira: Absolutely, within the FBI, within the CIA. One of the things I did not want to have happen is that when 
PTech was finally raided in December 2002 - something that took all of six months- a tremendous amount of 
agony to have happen - the White House, Ari Fleischer, spun it to fine sugar that day. He said there’s nothing 
wrong; nothing here; not a thing to see here; everything is fine. 


They did a token raid and that was basically it. Everything that I have done since that time has been for one 
reason and one reason only: that there may come a time that people will find the trail to PTech and it will not be 
hidden or buried. I have kept it alive. Whether they rename their company and move on, I want to keep the 
names, the details, everything alive, no matter what I have to do, so that should there come a time for justice and 
accounting for 9/11 and for what is happening in the world today, it makes it easier for other people to unravel 
the truth. 


I have gone to the mainstream press. I have gone to people on the left, on the left of left, on the right, on the right 
of right, and I have talked to them face to face and said this is wrong. Whatever your political inclinations, this is 
wrong; this is criminal; this is murder; this is worldwide atrocity. And I have reached some very good people on 
the left and on the right who are willing to speak out about PTech. 


I have contacted the alternative press. The alternative press, very much like the nine blind men and the elephant, 
touch a piece of PTech, they understand it and they say, “This fits my theory of how things went wrong.” 


I have no problem with that because the facts are the facts. If someone wants to spin it to fit their particular 
viewpoint, for instance, From the Wilderness has said that this software that is in PTech is very much like 
PROMIS, the Prosecutor’s Management Information System, that has a whole cargo cult behind it of these 
legendary capabilities. Maybe back in the 80s and 90s it was legendary, but today you can do pretty amazing 
things with software. It is not a big deal. 


Anyway, From the Wilderness and Mike Ruppert for instance, thesis was that Dick Cheney was running an 
alternate command and control center that day confusing everyone. And, in fact, there were four war games that 
were going on, on 9/11. Who knows why the fighters weren’t scrambled in time? Who knows all this? 
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In fact, the fighter to Pennsylvania was scrambled in time because we have first-hand proof — whistleblowers 
within the correct organizations — that that was shot down. It is just that “Let’s roll” was a better story; perhaps a 
story that the American people could handle. But, no, I was told at Ground Zero that day. We heard them go 
over and we knew they were shot down. We were told. It was just later that we were told the passengers brought 
it down. 


If you are running a country and you are really under a terrorist attack that might be the way to go. Empower 
people by saying if this bad thing happens to you, get up and do something, and have a story. I really do not have 
such a big problem with that. But the fact of the matter is that it was shot down. 


Bonnie: Oh, that is interesting. And you heard that on the day of September 11? 


Indira: Yes, | did. And it was corroborated a couple of weeks ago by people who were in a particular situation 
room. 


Bonnie: Did you want to say anything more about that? 


Indira: It is possible that there was an alternate command and control system. Could you technically use PTech 
software to do surveillance and intervention? Well, gosh, yes. That is exactly what I was planning on using it for 
in one of the largest banks in the world. It is not a problem. 


So, if someone wants to make it their thesis, I have no problem with that. However, I cannot say for sure that that 
was going on because I do not have direct first-hand knowledge of that and no one has told me and offered me 
proof of that. But could I state that it could happen? Absolutely, it could have happened. 


Was it necessary for it to have happened in order for us to have a 9/11? I do not know. I do not think so. Maybe. 
Maybe not. That is not my point. The Towers came down. Three thousand people were killed. And what I know 
is the characters behind the funding of it were totally in bed with characters in the United States. Not only just 
for 9/11, but going on throughout our nation’s history. And the big question is why? What are they up to? 


Bonnie: Could you describe the relationship of PTech with the FAA? PTech worked with the FAA for several 
years, didn’t they? 


Indira: Yes. It was a joint project between PTech and MITRE. It is interesting. They were looking at, basically, 
holes in the FAA’s interoperability with responding with other agencies — law enforcement — in the case of an 
emergency such as a hijacking. 


They were looking for the escalation process - what people would do, how they would respond in case of an 
emergency — and find the holes and make recommendations to fix it. Now if anyone was in a position to 
understand where the holes were, PTech was, and that is exactly the point: if anybody was in a position to write 
software to take advantage of those holes, it would have been PTech. 


Bonnie: Was there a reference to PTech having operated in the basement out of the FAA? 
Indira: Yes. Typically, because the scope of such projects are so over-arching and wide-ranging, when you are 
doing an enterprise architecture project, you have access to how anything in the organization is being done, 


where it is being done, on what systems, what the information is. You have carte blanche. 


If it is a major project that spends several years, the team that comes in has, literally, access to almost anything 
that they want because you are operating on a blueprint level, on a massive scale. So, yes, they were everywhere, 
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and I was told that they were in places that required clearances. I was told that they had log-on access to FAA 
flight control computers. I was told that they had passwords to many computers that you may not, on the surface, 
think has anything to do with finding out holes in the system, but let’s say you isolated part of a notification 
process that was mediated by computer and you wanted to investigate it further, then you would typically get 
log-on access to that computer. From that, back upstream or downstream. So, who knows? 


From my own experience I could have access to almost anything I wanted to in J.P. Morgan-Chase. And, did 
not, for the reason that if anything went wrong, I did not want to have the access. But if you were up to no good 
as an enterprise architect with such a mandate, you typically could have access to anything. 


Bonnie: What do you think of the claim by the so-called 9/11 Independent Commission and the testimony before 
it, in their report: intelligence agencies did not talk to each other? What did you think of their so-called report? 


Indira: Completely flawed. Governor Kaine was the second choice for the head of the commission. I believe 
Henry Kissinger was the first. Governor Kaine had, oh, by the way, done business deals with BMI, Soliman 
Biheiri, PTech. None of which came out, which he should have volunteered and either recused himself as being 
had or have it out there in the open. There were three other members of the commission who had similar kinds of 
relationships in the past. They were all on the team. 


But their findings were so flawed. They are using an excuse. Yes, there are interoperability communication 
issues in any organization. Yes, there are, but in a case of an emergency, it does not get that bollixed up. 


Unless, of course, Roberta is right and Cheney was running interference somewhere. Or, someone was running 
interference. Or, whoever. We do not know. 


There were four war games, four simulations, going on the morning of 9/11, and I just want people to remember 
that MITRE — they also develop software for intelligence, which includes the CIA — and PTech, if they were 
going to test whether they had fixed these holes, would have probably run a simulation. I do not know that they 
did, but that is how we do things. But there were four of them going on. So was there room for confusion? I do 
not think these people are stupid. I think they were deliberately confused, if anything. 


Bonnie: We know very well that there was a simulation of the very event taking place during the event, right? 


Indira: Yes, there was. I believe there is proof there was more than one just in case the first one did not confuse 
people enough. What does this say? I can be very objective about this and say the terrorists knew that there were 
war games scheduled for this day, and they took advantage of it and called 9/11 the particular day. 


However, we do know that 9/11 had been selected prior. OK, so then maybe the war games were set many 
weeks prior for 9/11. You can play this game over and over and over. Yes, it was the perfect day. And, yes, you 
needed inside knowledge. And, yes, PTech, with all its myriad associations would have had the inside 
knowledge. And, yes, PTech was a CIA front. And, yes, PTech was protected. 


So, was it an inside job? You do not have to look at this indirectly. This is direct. This requires direct 
investigation. 


[end of audio: [0:48:06:0]] 


James: Again, that is a stunning interview, jam packed with incredible information that goes to the very heart of 
9/11, and I suggest that people who find this information important and find the controlled corporate media’s 
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complete blackout on this information reprehensible, do their own part to get this word out by spreading the 
word about Indira Singh and this breakthrough interview. 


Remarkably enough, considering the bombshell information provided by this corporate whistleblower, Indira 
Singh, about this company which actually operated in the basement of the FAA with complete and total access to 
every operational detail including their management of interoperability systems with NORAD, that could have 
directly affected the response of NORAD on 9/11. Absolutely nothing has resulted from the FBI investigation of 
this company and its links to terror. 


One of the ridiculous PR pieces put out by the Mass High Tech Business Journal comes from Friday, August 
22, 2003. It is entitled Ware-Withal: Wrongly Suspected Ptech CEO Bounce Back Slowly. The article reads in 
part: 


“Oussama Ziade’s business has suffered millions in losses this year, none of which can be attributed to a limp 
economy. His lost millions can be attributed to his devastated professional reputation due to a bogus tip to 
Federal investigators and ensuing bad press. Really bad press. 


“On December 4", Ziade’s business, PTech, had been recognized as one of the top ten companies that matter by 
KMWorld for three years running, as well as one of the fastest growing tech companies in New England by 
Deloitte and Touch. 


“PTech is a global supplier of software that helps clients visualize and analyze tech infrastructure and builds 
models for business planning. Clients include governmental agencies such as the FBI, the IRS, the Federal 
Aviation Administration, and the Secret Service. 


“Business was good until December 5" when PTech was visited by Federal investigators acting on a tip that a 
company investor had links to al-Qaeda, and that PTech may have designed a backdoor in its software allowing 
terrorists entry to the above named clients’ databases. 


“Ziade cooperated, saying he had nothing to hide, while the government took measures to comelate at night in 
the hope that its visit would be stealthy. It wasn’t. The following day Ziade opened the newspaper and saw his 
photo next to a story describing a raid on PTech to investigate possible terrorist links. He became really scared. 


“Tt was a nightmare. I took my family out of the house immediately,’ he says. ‘I thought what if someone comes 
to my house. I was in a bad situation.’ 


“Tt would be 30 days before he would sleep through the night. In the meantime, he had to lay off a dozen 
employees because in the following two months business fell off by $3 million. It seemed many customers didn’t 
want to do business with a perceived terrorist sympathizer, while those who knew PTech and its founder 
extended kindness. 


“By March, things started to get a little better. Word came directly from the White House, making official what 
the Feds thought all along, that there is no terrorist connection to PTech, nor was there ever any backdoor in the 
software.” 


Again, that incredible mindless whitewash article, which provides no evidence whatsoever about the very real 
links of top PTech investors to terrorist organizations, was run in Mass High Tech Business Journal in 2003. 


Just how ridiculous that whitewash is becomes clear in an excellent article from FrontPageMag.com, called "The 
Business of Terror," by Dr. Rachael Ehrenfeld. This article comes from June 17, 2005, and reads in part: 
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“On May 11, 2005 Muhamed Mubayyid was arrested and charged in Boston’s district court for filing false tax 
returns on behalf of Care International for which he acted as Treasurer. Mubayyid was also the Customer 
Services Manager of the company known as PTech, a privately owned technology company based in Quincy, 
MA. 


“Ptech, which recently changed its name to Go Agile, developed a software also called PTech that was used 
primarily to develop enterprise blueprints that held every important functional, operational, and technical detail 
of the given enterprise. Mubayyid is only the latest of PTech’s top investors and managers to run afoul with the 
law. Mubiad personifies the interlinks of the complex infrastructure which were established by al-Qaeda and 
other Islamist organizations in the U.S. 


“Mubayyid was not arrested for his connection with al-Qaeda. Rather [he] was charged for making false 
statements and conspiring to defraud the U.S. by misrepresenting Care’s activities which involved ‘the 
solicitation and expenditure of funds to support and promote the Mujahidin and Jihad, including the distribution 
of pro-Jihad publications.’ 


“Care International is the now-defunct Muslim charity that was originally the Boston branch office of the al- 
Kifah Refugee Center in Brooklyn, N.Y., from which Sheik Omar Abdel-Rahman funded and plotted the 1993 
World Trade Center bombing. Care International was already publicly identified as supporting al-Qaeda back in 
2002, yet it remained open, and several of its employees worked and/or were affiliated with Ptech. Ptech was 
raided by the FBI on December 6, 2002, following a tip from an employee who suspected that the company was 
connected to the 9/11 attacks. 


“Indeed, on October 12, 2001, Yassin al-Qadi, Ptech’s top investor at that time, was listed by the US government 
as a specially designated global terrorist for his support of al-Qaeda. al-Qadi invested at least $18 million 
directly in Ptech, $5 million through the Isle of Man, and $9 million indirectly through BMI, a now-defunct New 
Jersey-based Islamic investment firm with connections to other members on Ptech’s management and investors. 
al-Qadi also transferred $2 million USD to Ptech from Switzerland between 1997 and 2000, according to Swiss 
investigators... 


“al-Qadi’s businesses extend throughout the world, and included banking, diamonds, chemicals, construction, 
transportation, and real estate. It would be hard to find a more strategically placed individual to advance the 
agenda of al-Qaeda, or any other terrorist organization. al-Qadi is still at large, and according to recent media 
reports, expanding his business in Asia. The identities and connections of some other Ptech investors and 
managers should have also raised a red flag. 


‘Even Ptech removed from its website the names of several board members and/or their affiliations after a WSJ 
expose on December 6, 2002.” 


All of that carefully researched article is backed up by another article, also incredibly well-researched and 
definitely worth looking into, from TheAmericanMonitor.com. This article is from January 16, 2007, and is 
headlined: “Ptech Owner’s Assets Confiscated in Albania.” It reads in part: 


“The Albanian government has seized the assets of a wealthy Saudi that for several years reportedly maintained 
simultaneous connections to both al-Qaeda and the U.S. government while serving the interests of the CIA. 


‘“°The Finance Ministry said it ordered authorities to block four apartments, a house, four bars and shops, and 
more than two hectares (about five acres) of land belonging to Yassin al-Qadi,’ the Associated Press reports, 
citing the Official Gazette. 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 132 


“Yasin al-Qadi, the owner of the property, according to the U.S. Treasury Department, ‘heads the Saudi-based 
Muwafaq Foundation...an al-Qaeda front that receives funding from wealthy Saudi businessmen.’ The Treasury 
has thus identified the prominent entrepreneur as a Specially Designated Global Terrorist (SDGT). 


“Despite his alleged affiliations to terrorism, al-Qadi has maintained concurrent contacts within influential 
Washington circles. In fact, prior to being publicly connected to money laundering and terrorist financing, al- 
Qadi regularly spoke of his relationship with Vice President Dick Cheney. 


“al-Qadi, who has been identified as one of Osama bin Laden’s ‘chief money launderers,’ owned a prominent 
U.S. technology firm and alleged CIA front known as Ptech. He also escorted U.S. officials around during their 
visits to Saudi Arabia. 


“As reported by the Associated Press, al-Qadi ‘allegedly worked with Osama bin Laden to provide support to 
terror networks in Albania,’ prompting the recent confiscation of his assets in that country. 


“According to the Associated Press, al-Qadi used six different names for the recently seized assets, all of which 
were in the Tirana area, Albania’s capital city. 


“One charity to allegedly launder money in Albania for the al-Qaeda network was Yasin al-Qadi’s Muwafaq 
Foundation. 


“Khalid bin Mahfouz, an extremely influential and wealthy Saudi who ‘established and funded' the Muwafaq 
Foundation, was once the principal shareholder and director of BCCI, a criminal enterprise used by the CIA 
during the 1980s to funnel cash to Osama bin Laden for the anti-Soviet jihad in Afghanistan. 


“As former DEA undercover agent Michael Levine explained to The New American in 1999, the U.S. armed and 
funded “the worst elements of the Mujahidin in Afghanistan — drug traffickers, arms smugglers, anti-American 
terrorists. We later paid the price when the World Trade Center was bombed [in 1993], and we learned that some 
of those responsible had been trained by us. Now we’re doing the same thing with the KLA.” 


“These guys,’ Levine said, referring to the KLA, ‘have a network that’s active on the streets of this country. ... 
They’re the worst elements of society that you can imagine, and now, according to my sources in drug 
enforcement, they’re politically protected.’ 


“According to Yossef Bodansky, Director of Research of the International Strategic Studies Association, ‘The 
role of the Albanian Mafia, which is tightly connected to the KLA, is laundering money, providing technology, 
safe houses, and other support to terrorists within this country.’ 


“In any case,’ Bodansky told The New American, ‘a serious investigation of the Albanian mob isn’t going to 
happen, because they’re ‘our boys’ — they’re protected.’ 


“This may help explain why, according to FBI whistleblower Robert Wright, his investigation into Yasin al-Qadi 
during the 1990s was "intentionally and repeatedly thwarted and obstructed" by higher ups at the FBI. 


“According to Agent Wright, who seized $1.4 million directly linked to al-Qadi in 1998, ‘FBI intelligence agents 
lied and hid vital records from criminal agents for the purpose of obstructing his criminal investigation of the 
terrorists in order to protect their ‘subjects,’ and prolong their intelligence operations,’ as reported by the group 
representing Wright, Judicial Watch. 
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“The supervisor who was there from headquarters was right straight across from me and started yelling at me: 
"You will not open criminal investigations. I forbid any of you. You will not open criminal investigations against 
any of these intelligence subjects," Agent Wright told ABC News in 2002. 


“According to Agent Wright and other members of his former unit, the money trails of the 1998 African 
embassy bombings led back to al-Qadi, but even after the bombings, FBI headquarters wanted no arrests. 


“According to Agent Wright, it is very likely that 9/11 would have been prevented if he had simply been allowed 
to do his job.” 


Again, the importance of all of this information cannot be underestimated. Special Agent Robert Wright said he 
was investigating a company with 26 subsidiaries and when he was referring to that, he was referring to BMI, 
the large organization which had PTech as one the jewels in its crown. It later came out that the head of the 9/11 
Commission, Governor Kaine, actually sold the piece of property in New Jersey through BMI, Inc. 


What does it mean that Robert Wright’s investigation into BMI and PTech and the global terrorist financiers was 
“shut down’? And that the person who was appointed to head the 9/11 Commission, after Kissinger did not 
make the grade with the 9/11 victims’ family members, actually had dealings with that company? 


For more information on that, please look into FBI agent Robert Wright, and the claims that he made in 
September 2002; that the FBI was continuing to protect terrorists from criminal investigations. 


And for even more information on the cover-up, I suggest an article entitled "Michael Chertoff and the Sabotage 
of the PTech Investigation," which details how Chertoff was involved in a turf-war with the FBI for control over 
Operation Green Quest, the special customs investigation force which Indira Singh cited in that interview with 
Bonnie Faulkner, that was charged with finding and tracking down international sources of funding for global 
terrorists. 


Perhaps it is no surprise and no coincidence that after Chertoff gained control of Operation Green Quest, it 
became completely ineffectual, as evidenced by an article on the Counterterrorism Blog by Christopher 
Heffelfinger, called "Operation Green Quest Unresolved," which notes that this massive multi-agency initiative 
has not yet yielded any convictions, and that was as of October 2007. 


For those wondering what has happened to Indira Singh since 2005, you might want to join the club. She has 
gone underground in the last three years, presumably as a way of staying safe while she continues to research 
and write her book about the PTech investigation and the various links that she has uncovered through that 
investigation. 


She has recently resurfaced, however, to write a memorial to Michael Corbin, a radio talk-show host, who has 
interviewed Indira Singh before, and who died under mysterious circumstances in March of this year. 


I direct listeners, again, to the Documentation list for this episode from which they can find a link to Indira 
Singh’s memorial to Michael Corbin, and also to the interviews that Michael Corbin conducted with Indira 
Singh in which she goes even further into naming the names behind PTech, and her investigations into the global 
terrorist financing ring. 


Again, this is the deep research which really will expose those people who had a hand in not only perpetrating, 
but in then covering up the attacks of 9/11, and this sophisticated enterprise architecture, the software, that they 
used to help bring those attacks about. 
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It is my hope that this episode of The Corbett Report does not present all of the answers to what happened on 
9/11 in one neat little package, but I do hope that it presents enough information to get you thinking and get you 
started on your own research. It is only by the collective efforts of a community united in a common cause of 
exposing the real culprits of 9/11 that we can ever hope to achieve 9/11 justice. 


Please get out there and use these articles and this interview as a basis for your own deep research. And please 
keep The Corbett Report updated on your research. Again, I invite all my listeners to submit articles to The 
Corbett Report through the Contact function of the corbettreport.com Home page. 


[music begins] 


That is it for today. Thank you for joining me. And join me again next week for another edition of The Corbett 
Report. 
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How & Why Big Oil Conquered The World 


James Corbett * 10/06/2017 


Oil. The 19th century was transformed by it. The 20th century was shaped by it. And the 21st century is moving 
beyond it. But who gave birth to the oil industry? What have they done with the immense wealth and power that 
it has granted them? And what are they planning to do with that power in a post-carbon world? This is the 
remarkable true story of the oiligarchs and the world they have created. 
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TRANSCRIPTS 


HOW BIG OIL CONQUERED THE WORLD 


Oil. From farm to pharmaceutical, diesel truck to dinner plate, pipeline to plastic product, it is impossible to 
think of an area of our modern-day lives that is not affected by the petrochemical industry. The story of oil is the 
story of the modern world. 


Parts of that story are well-known: Rockefeller and Standard Oil; the internal combustion engine and the 
transformation of global transport; the House of Saud and the oil wars in the Middle East. 


Other parts are more obscure: the quest for oil and the outbreak of World War I; the petrochemical interests 
behind modern medicine; the Big Oil money behind the “Green Revolution” and the “Gene Revolution.” 


But that story, properly told, begins somewhere unexpected. Not in Pennsylvania with the first commercial 


drilling operation and the first oil boom, but in the rural backwoods of early (oe century New York State. And it 
doesn't start with crude oil or its derivatives, but a different product altogether: snake oil. 


“Dr. Bill Livingston, Celebrated Cancer Specialist” was the very image of the traveling snake oil salesman. He 
was neither a doctor nor a cancer specialist; his real name was not even Livingston. More to the point, the “Rock 
Oil” tonic he pawned was a useless mixture of laxative and petroleum and had no effect whatsoever on the 
cancer of the poor townsfolk he conned into buying it. 


He lived the life of a vagabond, always on the run from the last group of people he had fooled, engaged in ever- 
more-outrageous deceptions to make sure that the past wouldn't catch up with him. He abandoned his first wife 
and their six children to start a bigamous marriage in Canada at the same time as he fathered two more children 
by a third woman. He adopted the name “Livingston” after he was indicted for raping a girl in Cayuga in 1849. 


When he wasn't running away from them or disappearing for years at a time, he would teach his children the 
tricks of his treacherous trade. He once bragged of his parenting technique: “I cheat my boys every chance I get. 
I want to make ’em sharp.” 


A towering man of over six feet and with natural good looks that he used to his advantage, he went by “Big 
Bill.” Others, less generously, called him “Devil Bill.” But his real name was William Avery Rockefeller, and it 
was his son, John D. Rockefeller, who would go on to found the Standard Oil monopoly and become the world's 
first billionaire. 


The world we live in today is the world created in "Devil" Bill's image. It's a world founded on treachery, deceit, 
and the naiveté of a public that has never wised up to the parlor tricks that the Rockefellers and their ilk have 
been using to shape the world for the past century and a half. 


This is the story of the oiligarchy. 
PART ONE: BIRTH OF THE OIL-IGARCHY 


Titusville, 1857. A most unlikely man alights from a railway car into the midst of this sleepy Western 
Pennsylvania town on the shores of Oil Creek: "Colonel" Edwin Drake. He's from the Pennsylvania Rock Oil 
Company, and he's here on a mission: to collect oil. 
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Like "Dr." Bill, Drake isn't really a Colonel. The title is bestowed on him by George Bissell and James 
Townsend, a lawyer and a banker who started the Pennsylvania Rock Oil Company after they discovered they 
could distill the region's naturally occurring Seneca oil into lamp oil, or kerosene. Drake is actually an 
unemployed railroad conductor who talked himself into a job after staying at the same hotel as Bissell the year 
before. Calling him a Colonel, it is hoped, will help win the respect of the locals. 


The locals think he's crazy anyway. Seneca oil is indeed plentiful, bubbling out of seeps and collecting in the 
creek, but other than as a cure-all medicine or grease for the local sawmill's machinery, it's hardly seen as 
something valuable. In fact, it can be a downright nuisance, contaminating brine wells that supply Pittsburgh's 
booming salt industry. 


Still, Drake has a task to complete: finding a way to collect enough oil to make the distillation of Seneca oil into 
lamp oil profitable. He tries everything he can think of. The Native Americans had historically collected the oil 
by damming the creek near a seep and skimming the oil off the top. But Drake can only collect six to ten gallons 
of oil a day this way, even when he opens up extra seeps. He tries digging a shaft, but the groundwater floods in 
too quickly. 


By the summer of 1859 he's desperate. Drake's running out of ideas, Bissell and Townsend are running out of 
patience and, most importantly, the company is running out of funds. He turns to "Uncle" Billy Smith, a 
Pittsburgh blacksmith who had experience drilling brine wells with steam-powered equipment. They get to work 
drilling down through the shale bedrock to reach the oil. It's maddeningly slow work, with the crude equipment 
struggling to get through three feet of bedrock a day. By August 27th they've drilled down sixty-nine and a half 
feet, Drake has used the last of his funds, and Bissell and his partners have decided to close up the operation. On 
August 28th, they strike oil. 


Narrator: Then on Sunday, August 28th, 1859, oil bubbled up the drive pipe. Uncle Billy and his 
son Sam bailed out several buckets of oil. On Monday, the very day that Colonel Drake received his 
final payment and an order to close down the operation, they hitched the walking beam to a water 
pump and the oil began to flow. The first oil was to sell for $40 a barrel. Years later a local 
newspaper interviewed Uncle Billy about the day they struck oil: 


"I commenced drilling and at 4:00 I struck the oil. I says to Mr. Drake, 'Look there! What do you 
think of this?' He looked down the pipe and said, 'What's that?’ And I said, 'That is your fortune!" 


Drake's well proved that by drilling for it, oil could be found in abundance and produced cheaply. 
Overnight a whole new industry was born. Before long in millions of homes, farms and factories 
around the world, lamps would be lit with kerosene refined from West Pennsylvania crude. 


Daniel Yergin: When the word came out that Drake had struck oil, the cry went up throughout the 
narrow valleys of Western Pennsylvania: "The crazy Yankee has struck oil! The crazy Yankee has 
struck oil!' And it was the first great boom. It was like a gold rush. 


SOURCE: The Prize (Part 1) 


Overnight, the quiet farming backwoods of rural Pennsylvania was transformed into a bustling oil region, with 
prospectors leasing up flats, towns springing up from nowhere, and a forest of percussion rigs covering the land. 
The first oil boom had arrived. 
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Already poised to make the most of this boom was a young up-and-coming bookkeeper in Cleveland with a head 
for numbers: John Davison Rockefeller. He had two ambitions in life: to make $100,000 and to live to 100 years 
old. John D. set off to make his fortune in the late 1850s, armed with a $1,000 loan from his father, "Devil" Bill. 


David Rockefeller: Grandfather never finished high school and went to Cleveland having borrowed 
$1,100 from his father to start a business -- paid 9% interest on it, incidentally. And he read about the 
oil business just beginning and got interested, and came to realize it was a very volatile business at 
the time. 


SOURCE: The Prize Part 1 


In 1863, seeing the oil boom and sensing the profits to be made in the fledgling business, Rockefeller formed a 
partnership with fellow businessman Maurice B. Clark and Samuel Andrews, a chemist who had built an oil 
refinery but knew little about the business of getting his product to market. In 1865, the shrewd John D. bought 
out his partners for $72,500 and, with Andrews as partner, launched Rockefeller & Andrews. By 1870, after five 
years of strategic partnerships and mergers, Rockefeller had incorporated Standard Oil. 


The story of the rise of Standard Oil is an oft-told one. 


Narrator: In a move that would transform the American economy, Rockefeller set out to replace a 
world of independent oilmen with a giant company controlled by him. In 1870, begging bankers for 
more loans, he formed Standard Oil of Ohio. The next year, he quietly put what he called "our plan" 
— his campaign to dominate the volatile oil industry — into devastating effect. Rockefeller knew 
that the refiner with the lowest transportation cost could bring rivals to their knees. He entered into a 
secret alliance with the railroads called the South Improvement Company. In exchange for large, 
regular shipments, Rockefeller and his allies secured transport rates far lower than those of their 
bewildered competitors. 


Ida Tarbell, the daughter of an oil man, later remembered how men like her father struggled to make 
sense of events: "An uneasy rumor began running up and down the Oil Regions," she wrote. "Freight 
rates were going up. ... Moreover ... all members of the South Improvement Company — a company 
unheard of until now — were exempt. ... Nobody waited to find out his neighbor's opinion. On every 
lip there was but one word and that was 'conspiracy."" 


Ron Chernow, Biographer: By 1879, when Rockefeller is 40, he controls 90 percent of the oil 
refining in the world. Within a few years, he will control 90 percent of the marketing of oil and a 
third of all of the oil wells. So this very young man controls what is not only a national but an 
international monopoly in a commodity that is about to become the most important strategic 
commodity in the world economy. 


SOURCE: The Rockefellers 


By the 1880s, the American oil industry was the Standard Oil Company. And Standard Oil was John D. 
Rockefeller. 


But it wasn't long until a handful of similarly ambitious (and well-connected) families began to emulate the 
Standard Oil success story in other parts of the globe. 


One such competitor emerged from the Caucasus in the 1870s, where Imperial Russia had opened up the vast 
Caspian Sea oil deposits to private development. Two families quickly combined forces to take advantage of the 
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opportunity: the Nobels, led by Ludwig Nobel and including his dynamite-inventing prize-creating brother 
Alfred, and the French branch of the infamous Rothschild banking dynasty, led by Alphonse Rothschild. 


In 1891, the Rothschilds contracted with M. Samuel & Co., a Far East shipping company headquartered in 
London and run by Marcus Samuel, to do what had never been done before: ship their Nobel-supplied Caspian 
oil through the Suez Canal to East Asian markets. The project was immense; it involved not only sophisticated 
engineering to construct the first oil tankers to be approved by the Suez Canal Company, but the strictest 
secrecy. If word of the endeavour was to get back to Rockefeller through his international intelligence network, 
it would risk bringing the wrath of Standard Oil, which could afford to cut rates and squeeze them out of the 
market. In the end they succeeded, and the first bulk tanker, the Murex, sailed through the Suez Canal in 1892 en 
route to Thailand. 


In 1897, M. Samuel & Co. became The Shell Transport and Trading Company. Realizing that reliance on the 
Rothschild/Nobel Caspian oil left the company vulnerable to supply shocks, Shell began to look to the Far East 
for other sources of oil. In Borneo they ran up against Royal Dutch Petroleum, established in The Hague in 1890 
with the support of King William III of the Netherlands to develop oil deposits in the Dutch East Indies. The two 
companies, fearing competition from Standard Oil, merged in 1903 into the Asiatic Petroleum Company, jointly 
owned with the French Rothschilds, and in 1907 become Royal Dutch Shell. 


Another global competitor to the Standard Oil throne emerged in Iran at the turn of the 20th century. In 1901, 
millionaire socialite William Knox D'arcy negotiated an incredible concession with the king of Persia: exclusive 
rights to prospect for oil throughout most of the country for 60 years. After seven years of fruitless search, 
D'Arcy and his Glasgow based partner, Burmah Oil, were ready to abandon the country altogether. In early May 
of 1908 they sent a telegram to their geologist telling him to dismiss his staff, dismantle his equipment and come 
back home. He defied the order and weeks later struck oil. 


Burmah Oil promptly spun off the Anglo-Persian Oil Company to oversee production of Persian oil. The British 
government took 51% majority control of the company's shares in 1914 at the behest of Winston Churchill, then 
First Lord of the Admiralty, and survives today as BP. 


The Rothschilds and Nobels. The Dutch royal family. The Rockefellers. These early titans of the oil industry and 
their corporate shells pioneered a new model for amassing and expanding fortunes hitherto unheard of. They 
were the scions of a new oligarchy, one built around oil and its control, from wellhead to pump. 


But it was not just about money. The monopolization of this, the key energy resource of the 20th century, helped 
secure the oiligarchs not just wealth but power over the lives of billions. Billions who came to depend on black 
gold for the provision of just about every aspect of their daily lives. 


In the late 19th century, however, it was by no means certain that oil would become the key resource of the 20th 
century. As cheap illumination from the newly-commercialized light bulb began to destroy the market for lamp 
oil, the oiligarchs were on the verge of losing the value from their monopoly. But a series of "lucky strikes" was 
about to catapult their fortunes even further. 


The very next year after the commercial introduction of the light bulb, another invention came along to save the 
oil industry: German engineer Karl Benz patented a reliable, two-stroke internal combustion engine. The engine 
ran on gasoline, another petroleum byproduct, and became the basis for the Benz Motorwagen that, in 1888, 
became the first commercially available automobile in history. And with that stroke of luck, the business that 
Rockefeller and the other oiligarchs had spent decades consolidating was saved. 
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But more luck was needed to ensure the market for this new engine. In the early days of the automobile era it 
was by no means certain that gas-powered cars would come to dominate the market. Working models of electric 
vehicles had been around since the 1830s, and the first electric car was built in 1884. By 1897 there was a fleet. 
of all-electric taxis shuttling passengers around London. The world land speed record was set by an electric car 
in 1898. By the dawn of the 20th century, electric cars accounted for 28% of the automobiles in the United 
States. The electrics had advantages over the internal combustion engine: they required no gear shifting or hand 
cranking, and had none of the vibration, smell, or noise associated with gasoline-powered cars. 


Lady Luck intervened again on January 10, 1901, when prospectors struck oil at Spindletop in East Texas. The 
gusher blew 100,000 barrels a day and set off the next great oil boom, providing cheap, plentiful oil to the 
American market and driving down gas prices. It wasn't long before the expensive, low-range electric engines 
were abandoned altogether and big, loud, gas-guzzling engines came to dominate the road, all fueled by the 
black gold that Standard Oil, Shell, Gulf, Texaco, Anglo-Persian and the other oil majors of the time were 
drilling, refining and selling. 


Perhaps John D.'s greatest stroke of luck, however, was not supposed to be luck at all. Rockefeller had come 
under increasing scrutiny by a public outraged by the unprecedented wealth he had amassed through Standard 
Oil. Muckraking reporters like Ida Tarbell began digging up the dirt on his rise to power through railroad 
conspiracies, secret deals with competitors and other shady practices. The press pictured him as a colossus with 
bribed politicians literally in the palm of his hand; Standard Oil was a menacing octopus with its tentacles 
strangling the lifeblood of the nation. Hearings began, investigations were launched, lawsuits were brought 
against him. And then, finally, in 1911 the Supreme Court made a monumental decision. 


Narrator: On May 15th, 1911, the Supreme Court of the United States declared that Standard Oil 
was a monopoly in restraint of trade and should be dissolved. Rockefeller heard of the decision while 
golfing at Kykuit with a priest from the local Catholic church, Father J.P. Lennon. 


Ron Chernow, Biographer: And Rockefeller reacted with amazing aplomb. He turned to the 
Catholic priest and said, "Father Lennon, have you some money?" And the priest was very startled 
by the question and said, "No." And then he said, "Why?" And Rockefeller replied, "Buy Standard 
Oil." 


Narrator: As Rockefeller foresaw, the individual Standard Oil companies were worth more than the 
single corporation. In the next few years, their shares doubled and tripled in value. By the time the 
rain of cash was over, Rockefeller had the greatest personal fortune in history — nearly two percent 
of the American economy. 


Chernow: And it was really losing the antitrust case that converted John D. Rockefeller into 
history's first billionaire. So that Standard Oil was punished in the federal antitrust case, but John D. 
Rockefeller, Sr. most assuredly was not. 


SOURCE: The Rockefellers 


To the amazement of the world, Rockefeller's punishment had in fact been his reward. Rather than being taken 
down a peg, the splitting up of the Standard Oil monopoly had launched him as the world's only acknowledged 
billionaire at a time when the average annual income in America was $520. 


Rockefeller's story was perfectly mirrored by the story of Colonel Edwin Drake. Having struck oil in Titusville 
and given rise to a billion-dollar global industry, Drake had not had the foresight to patent his drilling technique 
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or even to buy up the land around his own well. He ended up in poverty, relying on an annuity from the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to scrape together a living and dying in 1880. 


For the oiligarchy, the lesson of the rise and rise of Rockefeller was obvious: the more ruthlessly that monopoly 
was pursued, the tighter that control was grasped, the greater the lust for power and money, the greater the 
reward would be in the end. 


From now on, no invention would derail the oil majors from their quest for total control. No competition would 
be tolerated. No threat to the oiligarchs would be allowed to rise. 


PART TWO: COMPETITION IS A SIN 


When asked how he could justify the treachery and deceit with which he pursued the creation of the Standard Oil 
monopoly, John D. Rockefeller is reputed to have said: "Competition is a sin." This is the mentality of the 
monopolist, and it is this justification, framed as religious conviction, that drove the oiligarchs to so ruthlessly 
eliminate anyone who would dare rise up as a pretender to their throne. 


Ironically, it was the competition between the oiligarchs in the early 20th century that helped give rise to an early 
external threat to their empire: alcohol fuel. 


As historian Lyle Cummins has noted of the period: "The oil trust battles between Rockefeller, the Rothschilds, 
the Nobels and Marcus Samuel’s Shell kept prices in a state of flux, and engines often had to be adaptable to the 
fuel that was available." 


In many areas where oil wasn't available, the alternative was alcohol. Ethyl alcohol had been used as a fuel for 
lamps and engines since the early 19th century. Although it was generally more expensive, alcohol fuel offered a 
stability of supply that was alluring, especially in areas like London or Paris that did not have predictable access 
to oil supplies. 


Alcohol has a lower heat value, or BTU, than gasoline, but a series of tests by the US Geological Survey and the 
US Navy in 1907 and 1908 proved that the higher compression ratio of alcohol engines could perfectly offset the 
lower heat value, thus making alcohol and gasoline engines fuel economy equivalent. 


One early supporter of alcohol fuel was Henry Ford, who designed his Model T to run on either alcohol or 
gasoline. Sensing an opportunity for new markets to boost the independent American farms that he felt were 
vital to the nation, Henry Ford told the New York Times: 


“The fuel of the future is going to come from fruit like that sumach [sic] out by the road, or from apples, weeds, 
sawdust — almost anything. There is fuel in every bit of vegetable matter that can be fermented.” 


Farmers, looking to capitalize on this, lobbied for the repeal of a $2.08 per gallon alcohol tax that had been 
imposed to help pay for the Civil War. They were aided by those who saw fuel alcohol as a way to break the 
oiligarchs' monopoly. In support of a bill to repeal the alcohol tax, President Teddy Roosevelt told the US 
Congress in 1906: 


"The Standard Oil Company has, largely by unfair or unlawful methods, crushed out home competition. It is 
highly desirable that an element of competition should be introduced by the passage of some such law as that 
which has already passed the House, putting alcohol used in the arts and manufactures upon the free list." 
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The alcohol tax was repealed in 1906 and for a time corn ethanol at 14 cents a gallon was cheaper than gasoline 
at 22 cents a gallon. The promise of cheap, unpatentable, unmonopolizable fuel production, production open to 
anyone with raw vegetable matter and a still, swept the nation. 


But cheap, plentiful fuel that can be grown and produced locally and independently is not what the oiligarchs 
had in mind. 


A 1909 USGS report comparing gas and alcohol engines had noted that a significant point in alcohol fuel's 
favour was that there were fewer restrictions on alcohol engines. For the oiligarchs, the answer was simple: find 
a way to place greater restrictions on alcohol engines. Thankfully for them, the answer to their problem was 
already gaining popular support. 


In the 19th century, America had a drinking problem. By 1830, the average American over 15 years old drank 
seven gallons of pure alcohol per year, three times higher than today's average. This led to the first anti-alcohol 
movements in the 1830s and 1840s and the formation of the Prohibition Party in 1869 and the Women's 
Christian Temperance Union in the 1870s. The movement enjoyed widespread and growing support but had few 
political successes; Maine flirted with prohibition by outlawing the sale and manufacture of liquor in 1851, but 
the ban only lasted five years. 


This changed with the formation of the Anti-Saloon League in Standard Oil's birth state of Ohio in 1893. The 
ASL was started by John D. Rockefeller's long-time personal friend Howard Hyde Russell and was bankrolled in 
part by generous annual donations from Rockefeller himself. The ASL, with Rockefeller's backing, quickly 
became the driving force behind a national movement to outlaw the production and sale of alcohol. 


Rockefeller was a teetotaler himself, not from moral concern but because he was afraid that "good cheer among 
friends" would lead to his downfall in business. Stephen Harkness, one of the silent partner investors in Standard 
Oil and a director in the company until his death, had caught Rockefeller's eye when he made a fortune buying 
up whiskey in advance of a new excise tax that he had been tipped about and selling it at a huge profit after the 
tax kicked in. 


No, Rockefeller and Standard Oil were not concerned about the moral state of the nation...except as far as it 
impacted their bottom line. But when prohibition did come in 1920, it had an interesting side effect: Although it 
didn't ban the use of ethanol as a fuel directly, it did lead to increasingly burdensome restrictions requiring 
producers to add petroleum products to their ethanol to make it poisonous before it could be sold. Alcohol fuel, 
now completely unable to compete with gasoline, was abandoned altogether by the automobile industry. 


Another existential threat to the vast fortunes of the early oiligarchs was to require an even greater effort at 
social engineering: public transportation. 


By the end of World War I, private car ownership was still a relative rarity; only one in ten Americans owned a 
car. Rail was still the transportation of choice for the vast majority of the public, and city-dwellers in most major 
cities relied on electric trolley networks to transport them around town. In 1936, General Motors formed a front 
company, "National City Lines," along with Firestone Tire and Standard Oil of California, to implement a 
process of "bustitution": scrapping streetcars and tearing up railways to replace them with GM's own buses 
running on Standard Oil-supplied diesel. The plan was remarkably successful. 


As historian and researcher F. William Engdahl notes in "Myths, Lies and Oil Wars": 
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"By the end of the 1940s, GM had bought and scrapped over one hundred municipal electric transit systems in 
45 cities and put gas-burning GM buses on the streets in their place. By 1955 almost 90% of the electric streetcar 
lines in the United States had been ripped out or otherwise eliminated." 


The cartel had been careful to hide their involvement in National City Lines, but it was revealed to the public in 
1946 by an enterprising retired naval lieutenant commander, Edwin J. Quinby. He wrote a manifesto exposing 
what he called "a careful, deliberately planned campaign to swindle you out of your most important and valuable 
public utilities — your Electric Railway System." He uncovered the oiligarchs' stock ownership of National City 
Lines and its subsidiaries and detailed how they had, step by step, bought up and destroyed the public 
transportation lines in Baltimore, Los Angeles, St. Louis and other major urban centres. 


Quinby's warning caught the attention of federal prosecutors, and in 1947 National City Lines was indicted for 
conspiring to form a transportation monopoly and conspiring to monopolize sales of buses and supplies. In 1949, 
GM, Firestone, Standard Oil of California and their officers and corporate associates were convicted on the 
second count of conspiracy. The punishment for buying up and dismantling America's public transportation 
infrastructure? A $5,000 fine. H. C. Grossman, who had been the director of Pacific City Lines when it oversaw 
the scrapping of LA's $100 million Pacific Electric system, was fined exactly $1. 


Unsurprisingly, GM and its associates did not remain in the doghouse for long. In 1953, President Eisenhower 
appointed Charles Wilson, then the President of General Motors, as Secretary of Defense. Wilson, with Francis 
DuPont of the Rockefeller-connected DuPont family as Chief Administrator of Federal Highways, oversaw one 
of the largest public works projects in American history: the creation of the interstate highway system. With a 
war-era excise tax on train tickets still in place and federally funded highways and airports providing cheaper 
alternatives, rail travel declined a startling 84% between 1945 and 1964. 


This social engineering paid off well for Standard Oil and its growing list of petrochemical associates. In the 
two-and-a-half decades after the outbreak of World War II, vehicle production in Detroit almost tripled, from 4.5 
million cars a year in 1940 to over 11 million in 1965. As a result, sales of refined gasoline over the same period 
rose 300%. 


But Rockefeller was not the only oiligarch working to crush all opposition to his monopoly. Across the pond, the 
European oiligarchs were working to protect their own oil investments from upstart competitors. 


In 1889, a consortium of German investors led by Siemens’ Deutsche Bank obtained a concession from the 
Turkish government for extension of a railway line connecting Berlin to Basra on the Persian Gulf via Baghdad 
in what was then part of the Ottoman Empire. The Berlin-Baghdad Railway concession was for ninety-nine 
years and came with mineral rights for twenty kilometers on either side of the line — an especially lucrative deal 
since the rail cut right through the heart of the still untapped Mesopotamian oil regions south of Mosul along the 
Tigris River. 


For the powers behind the British empire, concerned with the military rise of Germany, this deal was 
unacceptable. 


William Engdahl: Well, Germany in the end of the 19th century was looking for outlets for its 
exports — its industrial exports — as the German economy was growing like China's has grown in 
the last 30 years. And they decided that Turkey would be an ideal strategic trade partner for 
Germany. And Georg von Siemens, one of the directors of Deutsche Bank, came up with a strategy 
to extend a railway from Berlin all the way down to Baghdad — which was then part of the Ottoman 
Empire, Baghdad and Iraq today, near the Persian Gulf. German military began training the Turkish 
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military. German industry began investing in Turkey. They saw a huge potential market to begin 
bringing Turkey into the 20th century economically. Deutsche Bank also negotiated mineral rights 
— I think it was 20 kilometres either side of the railway — and it was already known in 1914 that 
Mosul and these other areas contained huge petroleum deposits. 


Well, why is that significant? At the end of the 19th century, Jack Fisher—the head of the Admiralty 
and the head of the Royal Navy—advocated the conversion of the British Navy from coal-fired to 
oil-fired. That it would have a qualitative strategic improvement in every aspect of warship design. 
And since Britain didn't know that they had any oil back then they went to Persia and swindled the 
Shah out of oil rights in Persia. They went to Kuwait and backed a coup d'etat of the Al-Sabah 
family to be a British pawn, and they literally wrote a contract with him that nothing that Kuwait 
does will be done without approval of the British Governor. And Kuwait was known to have oil 
lying right on the Persian Gulf. 


The British looked at this railway plan of the Germans going right down to Baghdad and said "My 
God! You can put soldiers on rail cars and bring them down and threaten the oil lifeline of the British 
Navy." This is a strategic move by the Germans. It also would make Germany independent of the 
British control of the seas. They would have a landline much like the Chinese "One Belt, One Road" 
infrastructure for high-speed rails going throughout Eurasia into Russia, on into Belarus and Western 
Europe that removes the United States' Navy ability to control China and control Central Asia to a 
great extent. 


The British oiligarchs, including the British crown with its hidden controlling stake in Anglo-Persian Oil and the 
Rothschild's merchant Marcus Samuel at Royal Dutch Shell, sought to counter this German threat to their 
commercial and strategic interests. They used Armenian-born naturalized British citizen Calouste Gulbenkian — 
the architect of the Royal Dutch/Shell merger — in order, as he later recalled "to see British influence get the 
upper hand in Turkey" against the Germans. If that was his task, it was a remarkable success. 


In 1909, the British set up the Turkish National Bank, which was "Turkish" in name only. Founded by London 
banker Sir Edward Cassel and with directors like Hugo Baring of the Barings banking family, Cassel himself, 
and Gulbenkian, the Bank set up the Turkish Petroleum Company in 1912. Formed explicitly to exploit the 
petroleum-rich oil fields of Iraq, then part of the Ottoman Empire, Gulbenkian brokered a deal that forced 
Deutsche Bank, with its 40-kilometre concessions along the oil-rich Baghdad railway line, into a junior 
partnership in the company. The stock was split so the British government's Anglo-Persian Oil Company owned 
half the shares, with Royal Dutch Shell and Deutsche Bank splitting the other half. 


Their plan to take over Germany's Turkish oil interests had been successful, but in an amazing irony, it didn't 
even matter. Gulbenkian finished negotiations for the Iraqi oil concession on June 28, 1914, the same day 
Archduke Ferdinand was shot in Sarajevo. An alliance the British had been brokering for years to constrain the 
rising German threat, an alliance involving France and Russia, kicked into motion, and the world was engulfed 
in war. By the end of World War I, the British and their allies had taken over Iraq and its oil deposits anyway, 
Germany had been completely cut out, and Gulbenkian, their scheming servant, received 5% of all oil field 
proceeds in the newly minted country. 


As the century wore on, the oil industry grew beyond the control of the handful of families that had dominated it 
since its inception. Oil deposits were located around the globe and the resources of entire nation states were 
marshaled to control them. Now, threats to the oiligarchs and their interests required multi-lateral, multi-national 
responses and the consequences of those deals were felt worldwide. 
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The story of the Oil Shock of 1973 as it has been delivered to us by the history books is well known. 


Narrator: By the late 1960s, the nation relied on imported oil to keep the economy strong. Then, in 
the early 1970s, oil-dependent America's nightmares came true: 13 oil-producing countries in the 
Middle East and South America formed OPEC, the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries. 
In 1973, OPEC placed an oil embargo on the US and other nations that had supported Israel against 
the Arab states in the Yom Kippur war. The American economy went into a tailspin as gas shortages 
gripped the nation. 


SOURCE: History of Oil 


Few, however, know that the crisis and its ensuing response was in fact prepared months ahead of time at a 
secret meeting in Sweden in 1973. The meeting was the annual gathering of the Bilderberg Group, a secretive 
cabal formed by Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands in 1954. 


The Dutch royal family not only gave its royal imprint to Royal Dutch Petroleum, they are still rumoured to be, 
along with the Rothschilds, one of the largest shareholders in Royal Dutch Shell, from the days when Queen 
Wilhelmina's Anglo-Dutch Petroleum holdings and other investments made her the world's first female 
billionaire right through to today. Bernhard's guest list at the Bilderberg Group reflected his position in the 
oiligarchy; alongside him at the Swedish conference were David Rockefeller of the Standard Oil dynasty and his 
protégé Henry Kissinger; Baron Edmond de Rothschild; E.G. Collado, the Vice President of Exxon; Sir Denis 
Greenhill, director of British Petroleum; and Gerrit A. Wagner, president of Bernhard's own Royal Dutch Shell. 


At the meeting in Sweden, held five months before the oil crisis began, the oiligarchs and their political and 
business allies were planning their response to a monetary crisis that threatened the world dominance of the US 
dollar. Under the Bretton Woods system, negotiated in the final days of World War II, the US dollar would be 
the backbone of the world monetary system, convertible to gold at $35 per ounce with all other currencies 
pegged to it. Increasing US expenditures in Vietnam and decreasing exports caused Germany, France, and other 
nations to start demanding gold for their dollars. 


With the Federal Reserve's official gold holdings plunging and unable to stem the tide of demand, Nixon 
abandoned Bretton Woods in August 1971, threatening the dollar's position as the world reserve currency. 


Richard Nixon: Accordingly, I have directed the Secretary of the Treasury to take the action 
necessary to defend the dollar against the speculators. I have directed Secretary Connally to suspend 
temporarily the convertibility of the dollar into gold or other reserve assets except in amounts and 
conditions determined to be in the interest of monetary stability and in the best interest of the United 
States. 


SOURCE: Nixon Ends Bretton Woods 


As leaked documents from the 1973 Bilderberg meeting show, the oiligarchs decided to use their control over 
the flow of oil to save the American hegemon. Acknowledging that OPEC "could completely disorganize and 
undermine the world monetary system," the Bilderberg attendees prepared for "an energy crisis or an increase in 
energy costs," which, they predicted, could mean an oil price between $10 and $12, a staggering 400% increase 
from the current price of $3.01 per barrel. 


Five months later, Bilderberg attendee and Rockefeller protégé Henry Kissinger, acting as Nixon's Secretary of 
State, engineered the Yom Kippur War and provoked OPEC's response: an oil embargo of the US and other 
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nations that had supported Israel. On October 16, 1973, OPEC raised oil prices by 70%. At their December 
meeting, the Shah of Iran demanded and received a further price raise to $11.65 a barrel, or 400% of oil's pre- 
crisis price. When asked by Saudi King Faisal's personal emissary why he had demanded such a bold price 
increase, he replied: "Tell your King, if he wants the answer to this question, he should go to Washington and 
ask Henry Kissinger." 


In the second move of the operation, Kissinger helped negotiate a deal with Saudi Arabia: In exchange for US 
arms and military protection, the Saudis would price all their future oil sales in dollars and recycle those dollars 
through treasury purchases via Wall Street banks. The deal was a bonanza for the oiligarchs; not only did they 
get to pass the price increases on to the consumers, but they benefited from the huge flows of money into their 
own banks. The Shah of Iran parked the National Iranian Oil Company's revenues in Rockefeller's own Chase 
Bank — revenues that reached $14 billion per year in the wake of the oil crisis. 


With the creation of this new system, the "petrodollar," the oiligarchs had reached unprecedented levels of 
control over the economy. Not only that, they had backed the world monetary system with their commodity, oil, 
and brought potential competition from upstart producer nations under their control all in one step. 


But for the insatiable appetites of these monopolist titans, mere control over the world's monetary system was 
not enough... 


PART THREE: THE WORLD IN THEIR IMAGE 


In the nineteenth century, railroad conspiracies and predatory pricing had been enough to assure the oiligarchs' 
monopoly. But by the time that the British crown, the Dutch royal family, the Rothschilds and the other 
European oiligarchs began opening up the Middle East and the Far East to oil exploration in the early twentieth 
century, the goal was no longer to maximize profits or control the oil industry. It was not even to control 
international diplomacy. It was to control and shape the world itself. Its resources. Its environment. And its 
people. 


In order to achieve this goal, the oiligarchy would need a facelift. 


In the current age, with the Rockefeller name now more likely to be associated with Rockefeller Plaza or 
Rockefeller University than Standard Oil, it is difficult to understand just how hated John D. was in his own day. 
He was the head of the Standard Oil Hydra, an octopus strangling the world in his tentacles, a cutthroat gardener 
pruning the competitors from the flower of his oil monopoly. As one of the richest men the world had ever 
known, he was an easy target for the average working man's frustrations and a magnet for the poor seeking help. 


Judith Sealander, Historian: He received on average 50,000 to 60,000 letters a month, asking for 
help. Dozens of people followed him in the street. Literally, crowds stood around the Standard Oil 
offices waiting for him to come out. Little children, painfully thin, crying in the street and so on. 
Rockefeller felt overwhelmed. 


SOURCE: The Rockefellers 


Besieged by the downtrodden, despised by the working man, hounded by Ida Tarbell and the muckraking press, 
John D. had the mother of all PR problems. The answer was simple: invent the PR industry. He hired Ivy 
Ledbetter Lee, a journalist-turned-communications expert who invented the modern public relations industry, to 
burnish the Rockefellers’ tarnished image. It was Lee that suggested giving the family name to Rockefeller 
Center and filming John D. handing out dimes in public. 
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Narrator: An early master of public relations, Lee used the media which the muckrakers had used to 
disgrace Rockefeller to turn him into a sympathetic figure. Ivy Lee recognized early the power of the 
new moving picture and used newsreels to show a remarkably benevolent Rockefeller. 


John D. Rockefeller: I am very grateful to you and to a host of people who are so kind and good to 
me all the time. 


Second Man: Why, because you're so good to everybody. 
Rockefeller: Yes, you are. 


Peter Collier: As Ivy Lee began to control his public image he became oddly a kind of American 
character, and people kind of warmed to him in a bizarre sort of way. It was like having Frankenstein 
on the loose walking around New York City or something like that, with a cane and a long hat. 


Narrator: Although this plane never takes off, this photo opportunity was presented as Senior's first 
flight. Perhaps Ivy Lee's most brilliant public relations move was the casting of Rockefeller as "The 
Man Who Gave out Dimes." 


Man off camera: Don't you give dimes, Mr. Rockefeller? Please, go ahead. 
Woman: Thank you, sir. 

Man: Thank you very much. 

Rockefeller: Thank you for the ride! 

Man: I consider myself more than amply paid. 

Rockefeller: Bless you! Bless you! Bless you! 

SOURCE: John D. Rockefeller - Standard Oil 


These PR stunts seem obvious and ham-handed by today's standards, but they were effective enough: To this day 
people leave dimes on the stone marker at the base of the 70-foot Egyptian obelisk that towers over John D.'s 
final resting place in Cleveland's Lake View Cemetery. But it was not stage-managed photo opportunities like 
these that transformed Rockefeller into a public hero. 


In order to win the public over, he was going to have to give them what they wanted. And what they wanted 
wasn't difficult to understand: money. But just as his father, Devil Bill, had taught him to do in all his business 
dealings, Rockefeller made sure to get the better end of the bargain. He would "donate" his great wealth to the 
creation of public institutions, but those institutions would be used to bend society to his will. 


As every would-be ruler throughout history has realized, society has to be transformed from the ground up. 
Americans in the 19th century still prized education and intellectual pursuits, with the 1840 census finding 
unsurprisingly that the United States — a nation that had been mobilized by tracts like Thomas Paine's 
remarkably popular Common Sense — was a nation of readers, with a remarkable 93% to 100% literacy rate. 
Before the first compulsory schooling laws in Massachusetts in 1852, education was private and decentralized, 
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and as a result classical education, including study of Greek and Latin and a solid grounding in history and 
science, was widespread. 


But a nation of individuals who could think for themselves was anathema to the monopolists. The oiligarchs 
needed a mass of obedient workers, an entire class of people whose intellect was developed just enough to 
prepare them for lives of drudgery in a factory. Into the midst stepped John D. Rockefeller with his first great act 
of public charity: the establishment of the University of Chicago. 


He was aided in this task by Frederick Taylor Gates, a Baptist minister that Rockefeller befriended in 1889 and 
who would go on to be John D.'s most trusted philanthropic adviser. Gates would go on to write a short tract, 
"The Country School of Tomorrow," that laid out the Rockefeller plan for education: 


"In our dream, we have limitless resources, and the people yield themselves with perfect docility to 
our molding hand. The present educational conventions fade from our minds; and, unhampered by 
tradition, we work our own good will upon a grateful and responsive folk. We shall not try to make 
these people or any of their children into philosophers or men of learning or science. We are not to 
raise up from among them authors, orators, poets, or men of letters. We shall not search for embryo 
great artists, painters, musicians. Nor will we cherish even the humbler ambition to raise up from 
among them lawyers, doctors, preachers, politicians, statesmen, of whom we now have ample 


supply." 


Although Rockefeller's resources weren't exactly limitless, they might as well have been. In 1902 he established 
the General Education Board to help implement Gates' vision for the country school of tomorrow with a 
staggering $180 million endowment. 


The Rockefeller influence on education was felt almost immediately, and it was amplified by help from fellow 
monopolists of the era, who were approaching the topic of philanthropy from the same angle. 


Although best known as a steel magnate, Andrew Carnegie's fortune started on the railroads transporting 
Rockefeller's Standard Oil around the country and was greatly magnified by a lucrative investment in property 
near Oil Creek that provided steady, profitable oil sales. In 1905, he established the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching, a tax-free foundation through which Carnegie and his appointees could direct the 
development of the education system in the United States, and, eventually, worldwide. In 1910, Rockefeller 
followed suit by establishing the Rockefeller Foundation, which became the tax-free umbrella organization for 
his philanthropic ambitions. 


As the Reece Committee — a Congressional investigation into the activities of these tax-free foundations in the 
1950s — discovered, it wasn't long before Carnegie's Endowment approached Rockefeller's Foundation with a 
proposal: to cooperate on their shared desire to transform the American education system in their own image. 
Norman Dodd, the director of research for the congressional committee who was granted access to the Carnegie 
Endowment's board minutes, explains: 


So they approach the Rockefeller Foundation with a suggestion: that portion of education which 
could be considered domestic should be handled by the Rockefeller Foundation, and that portion 
which is international should be handled by the Endowment. 


They then decide that the key to the success of these two operations lay in the alteration of the 
teaching of American History. So, they approach four of the then most prominent teachers of 
American History in the country -- people like Charles and Mary Byrd. Their suggestion to them is 
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this, “Will they alter the manner in which they present their subject” And, they get turned down, 
flatly. 


So, they then decide that it is necessary for them to do as they say, i.e. “build our own stable of 
historians." Then, they approach the Guggenheim Foundation, which specializes in fellowships, and 
say, “When we find young men in the process of studying for doctorates in the field of American 
History, and we feel that they are the right caliber, will you grant them fellowships on our say so? 
And the answer is, “Yes.” 


So, under that condition, eventually they assemble twenty (20), and they take these twenty potential 
teachers of American History to London. There, they are briefed in what is expected of them — 
when, as, and if they secure appointments in keeping with the doctorates they will have earned. 


That group of twenty historians ultimately becomes the nucleus of the American Historical 
Association. And then, toward the end of the 1920s, the Endowment grants to the American 
Historical Association $400,000 for a study of our history in a manner which points to what this 
country look forward to, in the future. 


That culminates in a seven-volume study, the last volume of which is, of course, in essence, a 
summary of the contents of the other six. The essence of the last volume is this: the future of this 


country belongs to collectivism, administered with characteristic American efficiency. 


SOURCE: Norman Dodd interview 


With this base for transformation firmly established, the Rockefeller Foundation and like-minded organization 
embarked on a program so ambitious that it almost defies comprehension. 


They transformed the practice of medicine. 


As usual, the oiligarchs that funded this change were also there to profit from it, and once again John D. took his 
cue from "Devil" Bill's example. William Rockefeller had called his brand of snake oil "Nujol," for "new oil," 
and Standard Oil spun off "Nujol" as a laxative under their Stanco subsidiary. Manufactured on the same 
premises as "Flit," an insecticide also derived from Standard Oil's byproducts, "Nujol" sold at the druggist for 28 
cents per six ounce bottle; it cost Standard Oil less than one-fifth of a cent to manufacture. Pharmaceuticals 
provided a lucrative new opportunity for the oiligarchs, but in a turn-of-the-century America that was still 
largely based on naturopathic, herbal remedies, it was a tough sell. The oiligarchy went to work changing that. 


In 1901, John D. established the Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research. The Institute recruited Simon 
Flexner, a pathology professor at the University of Pennsylvania, to serve as its director. His brother, Abraham, 
was an educator who was contracted by the Carnegie Foundation to write a report on the state of the American 
medical education system. His study, The Flexner Report, along with the hundreds of millions of dollars that the 
Rockefeller and Carnegie Foundations were to shower on medical research in the coming years, resulted in a 
sweeping overhaul of the American medical system. Naturopathic and homeopathic medicine, medical care 
focused on un-patentable, uncontrollable natural remedies and cures was now dismissed as quackery; only drug- 
based allopathic medicine requiring expensive medical procedures and lengthy hospital stays was to be taken 
seriously. 


Narrator: The fortunes of Carnegie, Morgan and Rockefeller financed surgery, radiation and 
synthetic drugs. They were to become the economic foundations of the new medical economy. 
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G. Edward Griffin: The takeover of the medical industry was accomplished by the takeover of the 
medical schools. Well, the people that we're talking about, Rockefeller and Carnegie, in particular, 
came to the picture and said, "We will put up money." They offered tremendous amounts of money 
to the schools that would agree to cooperate with them. The donors said to the schools: "We're giving 
you all this money, now would it be too much to ask if we could put some of our people on your 
Board of Directors to see that our money is being spent wisely?' Almost overnight all of the major 
universities received large grants from these sources and also accepted one, two or three of these 
people that I mentioned on their Board of Directors and the schools literally were taken over by the 
financial interests that put up the money. 


Now what happened as a result of that is the schools did receive an infusion of money, they were 
able to build new buildings, they were able to add expensive equipment to their laboratories, they 
were able to hire top-notch teachers, but at the same time as doing that they schewed the whole thing 
in the direction of pharmaceutical drugs. That was the efficiency in philanthropy. 


The doctors from that point forward in history would be taught pharmaceutical drugs. All of the great 
teaching institutions in America were captured by the pharmaceutical interests in this fashion, and it's 
amazing how little money it really took to do it. 


SOURCE: The Money Takeover Of Medicine 


The oiligarchy birthed entire medical industries from their own research centers and then sold their own products 
from their own petrochemical companies as the "cure." It was Frank Howard, a Standard Oil of New Jersey 
executive, who would go on to persuade Alfred Sloan and Charles Kettering to donate their fortunes to the 
cancer center that would then bear their name. As director of research at Sloan-Kettering, Howard appointed 
Cornelius Rhoads, a Rockefeller Institute pathologist, to develop his wartime research on mustard gas for the US 
Army into a new cancer therapy. Under Rhoads' leadership, nearly the entire program and staff of the Chemical 
Warfare Service were reformed into the SKI drug development program, where they worked on converting 
mustard gas into chemotherapy. And once again, the Rockefeller's own snake oil was being sold as a cancer 
cure-all. 


The oiligarchs' interest in the burgeoning pharmaceutical industry converged in companies like I.G. Farben, a 
drug and chemical cartel formed in Germany in the early 20th century. Royal Dutch's Prince Bernhard served on 
an I.G. Farben subsidiary's board in the 1930s and the cartel's American operation, set up in cooperation with 
Standard Oil, included on its board Standard Oil president Walter Teagle as well as Paul Warburg of Kuhn, Loeb 
& Co., itself headed by Jacob Schiff of the Rothschild broker family. At its height, I.G. Farben was the largest 
chemical company in the world and the fourth largest industrial concern in the world, right behind Standard Oil 
of New Jersey. 


The company was broken up after World War II, but like Standard Oil, its various pieces remained intact and 
today BASF, one of its chemical offshoots, remains the largest chemical company in the world, while Bayer and 
Sanofi, two of its pharmaceutical offshoots are among the largest pharmaceutical companies in the world. 


Not content merely to monopolize the fields of education and medicine, the same oiligarchical interests banded 
together to take control of America's finances. In 1910 John D. Rockefeller Jr.'s own father-in-law, Senator 
Nelson Aldrich, Frank Vanderlip of the National City Bank, and Paul Warburg, as well as various agents of J.P. 
Morgan, met in complete secrecy on Jekyll Island to hammer out the details of what would go on to become the 
Federal Reserve, America's central bank. The Fed, established in 1913, would be run by hand-picked appointees 
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of the oiligarchy and their banking associates, including, perhaps inevitably, Standard Oil president and 
American IG director Walter Teagle. 


The Rockefeller family would go on to formally enter the banking field in the 1950s, when James Stillman 
Rockefeller, the grandson of John D.'s brother, was appointed director of National City Bank. Meanwhile John 
D.'s own grandson, David Rockefeller, would go on to take over Chase Manhattan Bank, the long-time banking 
partner of the Standard Oil empire. 


In this move the Rockefellers' story perfectly mirrored that of their fellow oiligarchs, the Rothschilds. Whereas 
the Rothschilds had supplemented their banking fortune with their oil interests, the Rockefellers supplemented 
their oil fortune with banking interests. 


Springboarding from success to success as they consolidated monopolies across every field of human activity, 
the oiligarchs' ambitions became even larger. This time, their goal was to consolidate control over the very food 
supply of the world itself, and once again they would use philanthropy as the cover for their business takeover. 


Narrator: The Green Revolution began in 1943, when plant geneticist Norman Borlaug and a team 
of researchers arrived on Mexican soil. His goal was to improve agricultural techniques and 
biotechnological methodologies which in turn would help alleviate starvation and improve the living 
quality of developing nations. Creating new genetically modified strains of wheat, rich, maize and 
other crops, Borlaug planned to win the battle against world hunger. The hope was that these new 
crops and farming techniques would rescue third world countries from the brink of starvation. 


That's exactly what happened. The agricultural innovations brought to the poverty-stricken countries 
gave the farmers the skills and resources necessary to sustain themselves. This triggered a chain of 
events that would allow these once-struggling nations to survive. Agricultural exports soared in 
quantity and diversity and allowed the countries to become self-sufficient. 


As the genetically modified crops thrived, farmers were able to use their increased income to 
purchase newer and superior farming machinery. This increase in revenue made farming easier, more 
reliable and more efficient. The Green Revolution led to the modernization of agriculture and has 
had a profound social, economic and political impact on the world. 


The Mexican government turned to the Rockefeller Foundation in their endeavour to nourish Mexico 
through agriculture. 


SOURCE: Green Revolution Waging War Against Hunger 


Norman Borlaug, needless to say, was a researcher for the Rockefeller Foundation, and the Green Revolution, 
for whatever increase in yields it brought about, also created markets for the oiligarchs' own interest in the 
petrochemical fertilizer industry and gave rise to the “ABCD” seed cartel of Archer Daniels Midand, Bunge, 
Cargill and Louis Dreyfus. These companies, along with their associated interests in the food packaging and 
processing industry, formed the core of American "agribusiness," a concept developed at Harvard Business 
School in the 1950s with the help of research conducted by Wassily Leontief for the Rockefeller Foundation. 


The American agribusiness giants shared a common goal: the transformation of Third World agriculture into a 
captive market for their goods. From this perspective, the project was a runaway success. By the 1970s, the 
Rockefeller Standard Oil network and its cronies in the nitrogen fertilizer industry (including DuPont, Dow 
Chemical, and Hercules Powder) had broken into markets around the world, markets conveniently forced open 
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for them by the US government itself under President Johnson’s “Food for Peace” program, which mandated the 
use of petrochemical-dependent agricultural technologies (fertilizers, tractors, irrigation, etc.) by aid recipients. 


Unable to afford these new technologies themselves, the impoverished Third World "beneficiaries" of this 
"revolution" relied on loans from the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank handled by Rockefeller's 
own Chase Manhattan Bank and guaranteed by the US government. 


The real costs of the Green Revolution — economic, agricultural and environmental — are seldom tallied. 
Access to these debt-financed petrochemical-dependent technologies exacerbated the difference between the rich 
landowning class and the landless peasants in countries like India, where land reform and abolition of usury were 
dropped from the political agenda after the Green Revolution took over. 


Even then, the revolution's main success, its increase in agricultural yields, has been oversold. Yield growth 
across India actually slowed after the introduction of agribusiness. The environmental destruction is even more 
devastating. An overview in the December 2000 edition of Current Science notes: "The green revolution has not 
only increased productivity, but it has also [produced] several negative ecological consequences, such as 
depletion of lands, decline in soil fertility, soil salinization, soil erosion, deterioration of environment, health 
hazards, poor sustainability of agricultural lands and degradation of biodiversity. Indiscriminate use of 
pesticides, irrigation and imbalanced fertilization has threatened sustainability." 


The Rockefeller Foundation even acknowledges the critiques of the Green Revolution it funded into existence, 
insisting that "current initiatives take into account lessons learned." Even so, the Foundation continues to fund 
research and write reports on how to improve prospects for agribusiness investment in its target markets. 


As egregious as the Green Revolution was and continues to be, however, in many ways it was just the prelude to 
an even more ambitious project: the Gene Revolution. Now the project is not merely to monopolize the 
technologies, supplies and chemical inputs for agriculture worldwide, but to monopolize the food supply itself 
through the replacement of the world's natural seeds with patentable genetically modified crops. 


The players involved in this Gene Revolution are almost identical to the players in the Green Revolution, with 
IG Farben offshoots Bayer CropScience and BASF PlantScience mingling with traditional oiligarch associate 
companies like Dow AgroScience, DuPont Biotechnology, and, of course, Monsanto, all funded by the 
Rockefeller Foundation and fellow "philanthropists" at the Ford Foundation, the Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation and like-minded organizations. 


The convergence of corporate, “philanthropic," governmental, and inter-governmental interests in promoting 
GM crops around the world can be seen in the bewildering array of research institutes, industry associations, and 
“consultative groups” devoted to the case. The Rockefeller-funded International Rice Research Institute IRR], 
the Rockefeller/Monsanto/USAID brainchild International Service for the Acquisition of Agri-biotech 
Applications ISAAA), the Rockefeller/Ford/World Bank-created Consultative Group of International 
Agricultural Research (CGIAR), and dozens of other bland, benign-sounding organizations research and 
promote GM crops in target markets around the globe, with the profits ending up in the oiligarchs' coffers. 


A representative example of this story is the agribusiness neocolonization of Argentina, where Monsanto ran an 
elaborate “bait-and-switch” to get the country hooked on its genetically modified Roundup Ready soybeans 
before demanding royalties on the crops that were by then already growing. DuPont then took over, 
magnanimously beginning a “Protein for Life” programme to foist their own GM soybeans on the country’s 
poor. 
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The same scene has played itself out in country after country, where cartel-developed GM crops are foisted on 
emerging economies through "food aid," usually during times of famine when those countries are especially 
vulnerable. Only a handful of countries, like Zambia or Angola, have outright rejected this GMO takeover of 
their food supply, generously subsidized by the US government to the benefit of the agribusiness cartel. 


CONCLUSION: MONOPOLIZING LIFE 


From cutthroat pioneers of the early oil industry to Machiavellian social engineers and geopolitics schemers, the 
oiligarchs have come a long way since the days of Devil Bill's snake oil cure-alls. But his use of every form of 
deception and trickery to swindle the public informed how John D. and the rest of the oiligarchs built up their 
business interests. 


As the 20th century drew to a close, it was obvious that for the powerful cartel that built the oil industry — the 
Rockefellers, the Rothschilds, the British and Dutch royal families — it was no longer about oil, if it ever really 
was. The takeover of education, of medicine, of the monetary system, of the food supply itself, showed that the 
aim was much greater than a mere oil monopoly: it was the quest to monopolize all aspects of life. To erect the 
perfect system of control over every aspect of society, every sector from which any threat of competition to their 
power could emerge. 


They had been remarkably, almost unbelievably, successful. From oil well to gas pump, farm to fork, hospital to 
pharmaceutical, drill rig to dollar bill, there was almost no aspect of society that was not under control. 


But the oiligarchs are not done yet. Their next project, launched in the late 20th century, is almost too ambitious 
to be comprehended. It is not about oil. It is not about money. It is about the monopolization of life itself. They 
have spent decades preparing the path for this takeover and marshaled their mind-boggling resources in service 
of the task. 


And the vast majority of the world's population, still playing the shell game that the oiligarchs perfected and 
abandoned long ago, are about to fall right into their hands yet again. 
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Why Big Oil Conquered the World 


INTRODUCTION 


At the dawn of the 20th century, a new international order was emerging. One founded on oil. And by the end of 
the 20th century, that order was firmly established. Heating. Transportation. Industrial power. Plastic 
manufacturing. Pharmaceuticals. There is no facet of modern life that is not, one way or another, dependent on 
oil. 


But the rulers of this oiligarchy — the Rockefellers at Standard Oil, the British royals at BP, the Dutch royals 
and the Rothschilds at Royal Dutch Shell — were not content with mere financial domination. The power that 
came with their near-total monopoly on the world's most important commodity was enormous, and they had no 
qualms about using that power to re-make the world in their image. 


As we saw in How Big Oil Conquered the World, the impact of the oiligarchs has been breathtaking. From the 
education system to the medical profession, from the "Green Revolution" to the "Gene Revolution," from World 
War to the Gulf War, oil money has been used to shape every aspect of the world we live in. With the rise of the 
petrodollar in the 1970s, even the international monetary system itself rests on oil. 


But now, in the 21st century, it seems that the old order, the oil order, is finally coming to an end. 


Amy Goodman: We begin looking at a new milestone in the growing campaign for divestment from 
the gas, oil and coal companies that are fueling climate change. May Boeve, Executive Director of 
350.org, made the announcement just before our broadcast today. 


May Boeve: Today we're announcing that as of today total divestment commitments have passed the 
$3.4 trillion mark. That's $3.4 trillion of assets under management now fossil free. 


SOURCE: Is Oil & Gas the New Tobacco? Fossil Fuel Divestment Movement Reaches New 
Milestone - Democracy Now! 


Robert Dudley: In the oil and gas sector, we recognize the contribution of our activities and 


products to greenhouse gas emissions. Which is why the OGCI [Oil and Gas Climate Initiative] was 
setup. 


SOURCE: OCGI invests in innovative low emissions technologies 


Narrator #1: What began as a movement on US college campuses has reached the skyscrapers of 
high-finance. 


Narrator #2: Globally nearly 200 institutions and thousands of individuals have moved a total of 
$50 billion in assets away from fossil fuels. 


Divestment Activist: If we take our money, put it into renewable like solar panels, the world could 
be such a better place. 


SOURCE: Global Divestment Day 2015 
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The masses, having identified the oiligarchs and their destructive grip on the planet, see Big Oil waning and have 
begun to celebrate. To them, the promise of a post-carbon future represents the end of the oiligarchy. 


What many do not realize, however, is that the oil order was never about oil. The oiligarchs did not care about 
oil but control. And, having long outgrown their financial dependence on the commodity that brought them their 
power and riches, they are at the forefront of this push for the post-carbon era. 


Now, the oiligarchs are seeking to bring in a new international order. One in which their control is consolidated, 
their plan complete, their power unquestionable. One in which every aspect of human life, from energy to money 
to the very genome itself, is precisely ordered and technologically controlled. 


This is the story of what the oiligarchs really desire, and how they plan to achieve it. 
PART ONE: THE RISE OF EUGENICS 
DHAKA, 1963 


It's a day much like any other in Dhaka. The streets are crowded, dirty, squalid, smelly, and absolutely swarming 
with people. Lying in the streets. Coiled in the gutters. Into that swarm of people steps a most unlikely figure. 
Wearing his drip-dry suit and hugging his briefcase, he sticks out from the crowd. Surveying the scene, he 
shakes his head ever so slightly before remarking, half to himself and half to his traveling companion, "Well, 
that's the problem, isn't it?" 


It's a scene that has played itself out many times: a Western tourist overwhelmed by the bustling crowds of the 

Indian subcontinent. But this was no mere tourist passing time on his holiday. This was John D. Rockefeller II, 
grandson of oil baron John D. Rockefeller. And, armed with the unimaginable wealth, power and influence that 
his family name bestowed on him, he was on a mission to do something about the "problem" of overpopulation. 


Rockefeller approached that mission as a representative of the Population Council, a group that he himself had 
founded to address the "problem" in Dhaka and elsewhere. On its surface, the Population Council was a 
straightforward organization with a straightforward task: to support medical and scientific research into the 
question of the growing human population. But the dark history of the Council and its guiding philosophy reveal 
Rockefeller's true interest in this "problem" and its ultimate "solution." 


John D. Rockefeller IJ — or JDR3, as he was known to the constellation of researchers, businessmen, 
politicians, diplomats and royals in the orbit of the Rockefeller family — had decided early on how to make 
proper use of the formidable money and power at his disposal: by controlling the population of the planet. In 
1934, the then-28-year-old JDR3 had written a letter to his father, John D. Rockefeller, Jr., about the Rockefeller 
Foundation's research into "birth control and related questions," declaring, "I have come pretty definitely to the 
conclusion that it is the field in which I will be interested, for the present at least, to concentrate my own giving." 


JDR3 was nothing if not a man of his word. After commissioning a Rockefeller Foundation fact-finding mission 
to Asia to report on the threat of the growing Third World population, he organized a conference of the top 
medical and demographic researchers of the era to discuss — as the very title of the meeting termed it — 
"population problems." From that meeting emerged the idea for an organization, the Population Council, to 
guide the development of the burgeoning field of population and fertility research. JDR3 personally donated 
$1.35 million of his own money to found the Council and provide its initial operating expenses. 


Like his father and grandfather before him, Rockefeller had learned to use philanthropy and largesse as a mask 
for his true intention: control. But that mask slipped when he penned a draft of the Council's charter revealing the 
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organization's true purpose. The Council, according to JDR3, would "promote research and apply existing 


knowledge to help develop such changes in the attitudes, habits and environmental pressures affecting the life of 


human beings so that within every social and economic grouping parents who are above the average in 
intelligence, quality of personality and affection will tend to have larger than average families." 


Thomas Parran, the former Surgeon General of the United States and Council co-founder, warned against 


including such a blunt admission in the Council's mission statement. "Such questions arise as the following," he 
warned. "Who is to determine the 'parents who are above average in...affection?' [...] Also, who would decide the 


persons having better than average personality? Frankly, the implications of this, while I know they were 


intended to have a eugenic implication, could readily be misunderstood as a Nazi master race philosophy. I have, 


therefore, recast this paragraph." 


The line was dropped from the final version of the charter. 


In truth, however, that sentence had not been written by JDR3 himself. Instead, it had been copied word for word 
from the back cover of Eugenical News, the central publication of the American eugenics movement. This was 


no mere accident. Frederick Osborne, one of the co-founders of the Council and its first president after 
Rockefeller stepped down in 1957, was also the president of the American Eugenics Society. When the 


Population Council was founded, both Osborne and the American Eugenics Society he directed formally moved 
its operations into the Council's New York office, with the eugenics society now taking its funding directly from 
Rockefeller's Population Council grant. The Population Council was the Eugenics Society under another name. 


Eugenics. This was the guiding vision of JDR3 and the Rockefeller family's "philanthropy." A vision that cast 


the Rockefellers and their fellow oiligarchs as superior families, fit, by very virtue of their wealth and success, to 
guide the course of world events. The power to determine who was fit to breed and who was too poor to pass on 


their genes. 


Joe Plummer: Eugenics is basically a movement among the elite to eradicate what they deem the 
inferior classes, and that's the inferior social classes, racial classes, ethnic classes. More or less 
everyone who isn't up to their standards. And after eradicating those classes, what they aim to do is 
genetically engineer themselves to such a high level that the remaining population that they permit to 
exist beneath them will never have the power to overthrow them, essentially. The end of history. 


So, the term itself was coined by Galton and it essentially means "well-born." The idea is kind of a 
mix of a bunch of ideas that were circulating around the 1850s. So if you go back to, say, Mendel, 
Mendel was studying hereditary characteristics in pea plants. And he was able to determine that 
certain characteristics were being passed on and that these things could be determined and essentially 
predicted. 


And almost at the same time, now you have Spencer, who was talking about the "survival of the 
fittest," with the same kind of idea, the same thread running through there. That there are genetic 
characteristics that exist that would make one species, one plant or animal more fit than another, and 
more capable of surviving. 


Also, of course, you had Darwin. Darwin's work at the time, Origin of Species, kind of maps this 
process by which genetic material is passed along and, you know, evolution results through this 
process. 
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So Galton is essentially taking all of these ideas, and he was kind of known for observing and 
identifying patterns. And what he essentially did was [he] started to come up with this idea that 
through studying human characteristics they could, if they chose to, breed superior human beings. 


Obsessed with breeding and family heredity, the eugenicists believed that it was not merely physical 
characteristics like weight or height that were determined by one's family line, but social characteristics, like 
intelligence or conscientiousness or even criminality. If you are poor, it’s because you come from poor stock. If 
you’re criminal, it’s because your family line is criminal. And if you’re a Rockefeller or a Rothschild or a royal, 
you are rich and successful because your family was destined for fortune and success. 


The pseudoscientific trappings of the 19th century eugenic philosophy may have been new, but in fact the idea is 
as old as human civilization itself. People have always been taught to believe that their rulers are special, a class 
apart, members of a family specially chosen to rule over the masses. Whether literal descendants of the gods, 
like the Pharoahs of Egypt or the Emperors of Japan, or members of families specially chosen by god to reign 
over their kingdoms, like the monarchs of Europe, the right to rule over others was something passed down 
through family trees. The commoners, meanwhile, knew their place; not being born of royal blood, they entered 
the world as serfs, worked the land for the benefit of the noble class, and, if they were lucky, had children of 
their own to repeat the cycle for another generation. 


But the breakdown of medieval feudalism gave rise to a newly-wealthy merchant class. The development of the 
scientific method challenged centuries of religious dogma. The spread of Enlightenment philosophy to the 
toppling of monarchs and the rise of democracy. And the industrial revolution paved the way for the rise of the 
robber barons and the creation of vast new family fortunes. 


By the late 19th century, as the oiligarchs in America and Europe began to consolidate their wealth, a new 
justification for elite rule of society was needed. One that discarded outdated appeals to supernatural order and 
seemed to rest on a bedrock of science. An idea that could explain how nouveau riche upstarts like the 
Rockefellers and Rothschilds had risen to positions of prominence in society alongside the old royal dynasties of 
Europe. 


Eugenics fit the bill perfectly. The answer was in their genes. 


Richard Grove: Well, I think this eugenic idea that comes about from "survival of the fittest" almost 
gives a scientific excuse for some of the most inhumane and horrific actions that have ever been 
journeyed by humanity and then manifested. So the idea of controlling people through controlling 
reproduction, reproductive capability and access to mates and stuff like this is an idea that's 
thousands of years old. 


So eugenics [...] came around in a strong form in the late 1800s, where you've got people like the 
Darwins, the Wedgwoods and the Huxleys — specifically Thomas H. Huxley, known as "Darwin's 
bulldog." So these ideas of eugenics really take on a new life of their own at the end of the 1800s, 
and coming into the 1900s, these ideas were embraced by the same families that were these robber 
barons that were being funded by [the] Rothschild banking network, also the Fabian socialist society, 
which again had a lot of the same movers and shakers as these people who were higher-ups in the 
British empire. 


So [...] it reared its head in the 1920s and 1930s in these forced sterilization campaigns, where if they 
thought you had a low IQ or if you had some congenital disease that would be passed on, then you 
didn't have the right to marry and have children. 
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Eugenics, of course, was pseudoscience. When Galton and his fellow travelers began developing the theory, the 
identification of the actual mechanism of heredity, including genes and DNA, was nearly 100 years away. 
Instead, they used catch-all terms with no definition — like "feeble-mindedness" to diagnose poverty or 
criminality, claiming it was caused by "defective germ plasm." They used phrenology to try to determine the 
physical expression of alcoholism or low intelligence. Even the most famous works of the eugenics era, like 
Henry Goddard's study of the Kallikak family, were roundly discredited and even repudiated by their authors. 


Joe Plummer: So it's 100% pseudo-scientific. It's absolutely arbitrary, the characteristics that they're 
looking for. Something like feeble-mindedness is something that is not only not scientific, it can 
essentially be described in any way by the person observing wants it to be described. So feeble- 
minded could mean that maybe you stutter so then you're feeble-minded maybe, or you're shy so 
you're feeble-minded. Maybe they just don't like the way you act so you're feeble-minded. 


But the idea was an infectious one. Like all the most enticing pseudoscience, it explained so much with so little 
effort. It appealed to the vanity of the researchers, usually hailing from successful and wealthy families 
themselves. And it gave an excuse for social engineering on a scale never before dreamed of. 


When eugenics crossed the Atlantic, spreading from the rarefied British countryside of Galton and his cohorts to 
the rocky shores of America, it hit ambitious young researchers like Charles Davenport with hurricane force. A 
Harvard-trained zoologist who had grown up in a strict, puritanical family of New England Congregationalists, 
Davenport’s authoritarian father was obsessed with genealogy, tracing the family tree all the way back to his 
Anglo-Saxon forebears in 1086. When the younger Davenport discovered Galton’s writing while working at a 
biological laboratory on Long Island, he found his purpose in life. As he later told the American Breeders 
Association, which became an important ally in his eugenicist cause: “Society must protect itself; as it claims the 
right to deprive the murderer of his life, so also it may annihilate the hideous serpent of hopelessly vicious 
protoplasm.” 


With the proselytizing fervour of a religious convert, Davenport concocted an ambitious idea for furthering the 
eugenic cause: the creation of a Eugenics Record Office to register the genetic background of every single man, 
woman and child in America (and, eventually, the world), so that every person could be categorized by their 
family line and assigned a genetic rating. Once completed, those with the lowest eugenic value could be 
eliminated from the gene pool. 


Joe Plummer: So the idea of eugenics makes it way to America, lands in the lap of Charles 
Davenport, who approaches the Carnegie Institute for funding and on the Cold Spring Harbor 
Laboratory they set up essentially an institute to study eugenics, and this eventually evolves with 
some Harriman money into the Eugenics Records Office. So between this initial institute that's set up 
at Cold Spring Harbor and then the Eugenics Record Office, which is also added to that, you're 
talking about millions and millions and millions of dollars of funding that's put forward to go out and 
investigate and find the inferior "germ-plasm" — that's how it's often described. 


The Rockefeller Foundation's initial contribution to the Eugenics Record Office, a mere $21,650, was a small 
sum, but it came with clear benefits: not only the institutional infrastructure and the personnel of the Foundation 
and the prestige of the Rockefeller name itself, but the promise of increased support as the work advanced. And 
as always, the Rockefellers were true to their word. 


Rockefeller Foundation researchers like William Welch, the founding director of the Rockefeller Institute for 
Medical Research, sat on the ERO's board and helped direct its activities. The Rockefellers also provided funds 
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for specific research, like a $10,000 grant to survey New York's Nassau County for the eugenically unfit. And it 
created sister organizations like the Bureau of Social Hygiene, which cross-pollinated research and researchers 
with Davenport's own laboratory. 


John D. Rockefeller, Jr. especially showed an interest in Davenport's work right from the start. They kept up a 
regular correspondence on a number of eugenics issues. In January 1912, when a plan to institutionalize 
"mentally deficient" female convicts to stop them from having children was floated, the young Rockefeller heir 
wrote to Davenport for his thoughts on the scheme. For his part, Junior declared that "this plan seems to me an 
immensely important one. It points out a scientific way of escape from the evils which our courts are intended to 
correct but in reality only increase." After Davenport responded that the plan would only work if it included a 
eugenical screening of the convicts, Junior contributed $200,000 to found just such an institute. The Institute of 
Criminology in New York was administered by Rockefeller's own Bureau of Social Hygiene and staffed by 
workers trained at the Eugenics Record Office. 


Fueled by the support of America's rich and powerful, the field of eugenics transformed from the quaint 
hobbyhorse of a few mad scientists into the social cause of an entire generation. Economists, politicians, authors, 
activists — by the 1920s, everyone who was anyone was extolling the need to eradicate the germ-plasm of the 
lower stock. 


Marie Stopes, the celebrated family planning pioneer who founded Britain's first birth control clinic in North 
London in 1921, railed against "hordes of defectives," calling for the compulsory sterilization of those she 
deemed "unfit for parenthood." 


Tommy Douglas, now venerated as a hero in Canada for his role in founding the nation's health care system, 
submitted a Master's thesis to McMaster University advocating that “subnormals,” “defectives” and “morons,” 
like those with low IQ or physical abnormalities, be isolated “on a state farm, or in a colony where decisions 
could be made for them by a competent supervisor," and called on the government to certify "mental and 
physical fitness" to stop the "unfit" from breeding. 


John Maynard Keynes, the economist who gave us the Keynesian economic school that is still popular among 
central planners today, was himself president of the British Eugenics Society from 1937 to 1944. 


Alexander Graham Bell is still revered as the inventor of the telephone but was in fact an early supporter of 
Charles Davenport and a founding member of the Eugenic Records Office Board of Scientific Directors. He 
openly campaigned for the "eradication of the deaf race" by governments intervening to stop deaf people from 
marrying. 


Nobel Prize-winning playwright and author George Bernard Shaw advocated for the creation of a government 
panel that would require everyone to justify their existence before it. If they failed to do so, Shaw thought those 
people should be killed by the state. 


George Bernard Shaw: ...But there are an extraordinary number of people whom I want to kill. Not 
in any unkind or personal spirit, but it must be evident to all of you — you must all know half a 
dozen people, at least — who are no use in this world. Who are more trouble than they are worth. 
And I think it would be a good thing to make everybody come before a properly-appointed board, 
just as he might come before the income tax commissioner, and, say, every five years, or every seven 
years, just put him there, and say: "Sir, or madam, now will you be kind enough to justify your 
existence?" If you can't justify your existence, if you're not pulling your weight because you won't, if 
you're not producing as much as you consume, or perhaps a little more, then, clearly, we cannot use 
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the big organization of our society for the purpose of keeping you alive. Because your life does not 
benefit us and it can't be of any much use. 


SOURCE: George Bernard Shaw talking about capital punishment 


Eventually, with foundation funding and promotion, this eugenicist mindset filtered down into the popular 
culture. The American Eugenics Society sponsored "fitter family contests" at state fairs, awarding prizes to 
families scoring the highest on "eugenic health" tests. The Society also sponsored contests to award prizes to 
clergy who fit the message of eugenics into their sermons. Eugenics even found its way to the silver screen: 


"We thought it necessary to present your family's case to the state medical commission and after an 
examination they decided that there was one important action to take, to have your entire family 
sterilized." 


"Why, what's that? I don't know what you're talking about." 


"Well, we investigated your family's history, Alice, and most of the past 3 generations have been 
feeble-minded, congenital cripples or habitual drunkards. Instead of improving, each generation is 
more of a problem. Now in this state we have a law which provides for such people to have an 
operation so there won't be any more children." 


"T see." 
SOURCE: Tomorrow's Children 


But merely popularizing their ideas was not the goal of the eugenicists. They wanted action. And in this case, 
that meant concrete steps toward eliminating the defective germ-plasm from the human population. 


Government-sanctioned murder of those deemed unfit was always one option on the table. And it wasn't just 
playwrights like Bernard Shaw advocating for government death panels; eugenicists of all stripes discussed and 
debated the idea of "murdering degenerates" as the quickest way of achieving their goals. 


"Mistaken regard for what are believed to be divine laws and a sentimental belief in the sanctity of 
human life tend to prevent both the elimination of defective infants and the sterilization of such 
adults as are themselves of no value to the community. The laws of nature require the obliteration of 
the unfit and human life is valuable only when it is of use to the community or race." — Madison 
Grant, director of the American Eugenics Society, 1915 


But mainstream eugenicists realized that this approach was not possible in the political and judicial climate of 
the day. As Henry Goddard noted in his infamous study on The Kallikak Family: "For the low-grade idiot, the 
loathsome unfortunate that may be seen in our institutions, some have proposed the lethal chamber. But 
humanity is steadily tending away from the possibility of that method, and there is no probability that it will ever 
be practiced." 


Instead, they would have to turn to the other option, the more politically acceptable solution for stopping the 
undesirables from breeding: forced sterilization. 


Indiana passed America's first eugenic sterilization law in 1907, and within only a few years there were a dozen 
states where those deemed "unfit" were being legally sterilized against their will. But still, this was not enough 
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for the eugenicists. The approach was too scattershot: only a few thousand sterilizations had taken place under 
these laws, and Indiana's own forced sterilization act was overturned by the state's Supreme Court in 1921. 


Once again, Harry Laughlin, Davenport's right-hand man at the Rockefeller-funded Eugenics Records Office, 
stepped in to solve the problem. He drafted a "Model Eugenic Sterilization" law in 1922 that became the basis 
for Virginia's 1924 sterilization act. To confront the issues head on, the eugenicists decided to challenge the law's 
constitutionality themselves and take the lawsuit all the way to the Supreme Court. All they needed was the right 
test case to bring to trial. And they found that case in Carrie Buck, an 18-year-old ward of the Virginia State 
Colony for Epileptics and Feebleminded, who was neither epileptic nor feeble-minded. 


Amy Goodman: But start back in the 1920s with Carrie Buck. 


Adam Cohen: So she’s a young woman who is growing up in Charlottesville, Virginia, being raised 
by a single mother. Back then, there was a belief that it was better often to take poor children away 
from their parents and put them in middle-class homes. So she was put in a foster family that treated 
her very badly. She wasn’t allowed to call the parents "mother" and "father." She did a lot of 
housekeeping for them and was rented out to the neighbors. And then, one summer, she was raped by 
the nephew of her foster mother. She becomes pregnant out of wedlock. And rather than help her 
with this pregnancy, they decide to get her declared epileptic and feeble-minded, though she was 
neither, and she’s shipped off to the Colony for Epileptics and Feebleminded outside of Lynchburg, 
Virginia. 

Goodman: And what happened to her there? 

Cohen: So she gets there at just the wrong time. Virginia has just passed an eugenics sterilization 
law, and they want to test it in the courts. So they seize on Carrie Buck as the perfect plaintiff in this 


lawsuit. So they decide to make her the first person in Virginia who will be eugenically sterilized, 
and suddenly she’s in the middle of a case that’s headed to the U.S. Supreme Court. 


SOURCE: Buck v. Bell: Inside the SCOTUS Case That Led to Forced Sterilization of 70,000 & 
Inspired the Nazis 


The case was a sham, concocted merely to get the Supreme Court's stamp of approval on the issue of forced 
sterilization. Buck's "independent counsel" was, in fact, Irving Whitehead, one of the founding directors of the 
colony that was pushing to sterilize her and the man who appointed the director that was pushing for her 
sterilization. Buck herself was not feeble-minded, nor was her mother, nor was her daughter, Vivian Buck, who 
Carrie bore as a result of being raped and who was declared "feeble-minded" as a baby, because, as a social 
worker testified during the trial, "There is a look about it that is not quite normal, but just what it is, I can't tell." 


None of these facts mattered to the Supreme Court. Presided over by former President and Chief Justice William 
Howard Taft, the Court voted 8-to-1 in favor of upholding Buck's forced sterilization and the constitutionality of 
the Virginia eugenics sterilization law itself. Writing the decision was one of the most famous and venerated 
Justices in the history of the court, Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., himself a eugenicist from the so-called "Boston 
Brahmin" sect of the hereditary East Coast establishment. 


In his decision, Holmes justified the forced sterilization of those like Buck by calling on the government's right 
to vaccinate its citizens against their will: 


"It is better for all the world if, instead of waiting to execute degenerate offspring for crime or to let 
them starve for their imbecility, society can prevent those who are manifestly unfit from continuing 
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their kind. The principle that sustains compulsory vaccination is broad enough to cover cutting the 
Fallopian tubes," he declared before infamously concluding: " Three generations of imbeciles are 
enough." 


And with that, the floodgates were opened. New laws were enacted and old laws revised to comport with the 
Supreme Court's decision. Forcible sterilizations, taking place in a covert and low-key manner before, were now 
reported with pride. A few thousand individuals sterilized against their will became tens of thousands. The 
eugenics era, brought into being by the immense fortunes of the Rockefellers and their ilk, had arrived. And, 
with the aid of a very dramatic push by the Rockefellers, it was about to go international. 


Beginning in November 1922 and increasingly throughout the 1920s, the Rockefeller Foundation began a series 
of grants and fellowships to German scientists. Equivalent to millions of dollars in today's money, these 
fellowships transformed the German scientific establishment, devastated in the wake of World War I. The 
Foundation's money found its way into the coffers of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institutes, a series of scientific 
organizations that included an Institute for Psychiatry and an Institute for Anthropology, Human Heredity and 
Eugenics. 


One of the main beneficiaries of this Rockefeller largesse was Ernst Riidin, a head researcher at the Kaiser 
Wilhelm Institute for Psychiatry and a key architect of Germany’s eugenics program under the Third Reich. 
Riidin co-edited the official rules and commentary on the Law for the Prevention of Defective Progeny, which 
was passed on July 14, 1933, less than six months after Hitler was appointed interim chancellor by President 
Paul von Hindenburg. The law, like the Virginia law that the Supreme Court upheld and that led to the 
sterilization of Carrie Buck and tens of thousands of other Americans, was modeled on Harry Laughlin's Model 
Eugenic Sterilization legislation. It formed "Genetic Health Courts" which could mandate sterilization of 
“defectives” in eight different categories: the feeble-minded, schizophrenics, manic depressives, sufferers of 
Huntington’s chorea, epileptics, those with hereditary deformities, the blind and the deaf. Alcoholics, a ninth 
category, were to be optionally added to the list, with a caution against inclusion of ordinary drunkards. By the 
end of the year, 62,400 Germans were found unfit to breed and sterilized against the will. By 1945, that number 
had reached 400,000. 


In the 1940s, that eugenics program was to expand into euthanasia under the Aktion T4 program, resulting in 
over 70,000 children, senior citizens, and psychiatric patients being murdered by the Nazi regime. 


As the dust settled on World War II, the name of "eugenics" became synonymous with the Nazis in the minds of 
the general public. The eugenicists, outraged, knew that their work could not continue any longer under the name 
of eugenics. But that didn't mean that it couldn't continue. 


Richard Grove: So after World War I you don't hear about it anymore as eugenics. What you hear 
is molecular biology, and these sorts of colloquial terms that were developed by the Rockefeller 
Foundation, which was one of the families primarily in America that was helping to fund it in 
America, in Britain, in Germany, who also funded Hitler during that time. So there's a lot of overlaps 
between the people who were actually out there funding genocide and the people who had ideas 
about culling the population, population control and sterilizing people, and these ideas go on and 
permeate society to this day. 


As American Eugenics Society co-founder Frederick Osborne wrote: "Eugenic goals are most likely to be 
attained under a name other than eugenics." Thus, he moved the American Eugenics Society into the offices of 
John D. Rockefeller III's Population Council, becoming president in 1957. 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 163 


The Rockefellers and their fellow oiligarchs had for generations felt themselves to be stewards of the planet, 
protecting it from the rising tide of the genetically inferior. They were not about to give up that quest. They 
would simply have to package it under a different name. 


PART TWO: OILIGARCHS FOR CLIMATE CHANGE 


Maurice Strong: With all the evidence that we've amassed in our preparations for the Stockholm 
Conference, including the views of many of world's leading scientists, I am convinced that the 
prophets of doom have got to be taken seriously. In other words, doomsday is a possibility. I am 
equally convinced that doomsday is not inevitable." 


SOURCE: Maurice Strong Interview (BBC 1972) 


On paper, it would be almost impossible to find a less likely candidate for "Godfather" of the modern 
environmental movement than Maurice Strong. A junior high school dropout from a poor family in rural 
Manitoba struck hard by the great depression, Strong's meteoric rise to the heights of wealth and political 
influence is itself remarkable. The sheer number of environmental organizations that he founded, conferences he 
chaired, campaigns he directed and accolades he received over the course of his career is even more remarkable: 
Organizer of the Stockholm Environmental Conference, founding director of the United Nations Environment 
Program, Secretary General of the Rio Earth Summit, founder of the Earth Council and the Earth Charter 
movement, chair of the World Resources Institute, commissioner of the World Commission on Environment and 
Development, and board member of a bewildering array of organizations, from the International Institute for 
Sustainable Development to the Stockholm Environment Institute to the African-American Institute. 


But perhaps the most remarkable thing about Strong, this ubiquitous figure of the 20th century environmental 
movement, was his background: a Rockefeller-connected millionaire from the Alberta oil patch who divided his 
time between environmental campaigning and running major oil companies. 


To understand how this came about, we have to examine the history of the emergence of the environmental 
movement. In the post-war period, the desire to control the population put on a new mask: protecting the world 
from resource depletion, pollution and ecological catastrophe. And, as always, the Rockefeller family was there 
to provide the funding and organizational support to steer this burgeoning movement toward their own ends. 


Raymond Burr: President Nixon and the United States Congress established the Commission on 
Population Growth and the American Future. The chairman of this unique commission is John D. 
Rockefeller III. 


John D. Rockefeller II: There's a very broad-ranging mandate. Nobody's had one of this character 
before and just from that this question of quality of life just emerged as the seemingly key issue. 


Burr: But the main finding was that stabilization of some kind is clearly desirable for the country. 


JDR3: Yes, we said that it is recognized that population cannot continue to grow indefinitely. 
Nobody question that and we said from our findings (that) we felt that now the nation should 
welcome and plan for a stabilized population. The whole question of pollution, environment and 
population came very much to the fore in amazingly rapid time and President Nixon in July of 1969 
made a statement to the Congress exclusively on this question, and I'd like to read just two sentences 
from that statement, as I think it's indicative of his concern in regard to the subject and his 
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recognition of its importance here and around the world. He said, "One of the most serious 
challenges to human destiny in the last third of this century will be the growth of the population. 
Whether man's response to this challenge will be a cause for pride or for despair in the year 2000 
will depend very much on what we do today." 


SOURCE: Survival Of Spaceship Earth (1972) 


Joining the Rockefellers in shaping the international environmental movement were their fellow oiligarchs 
across the Atlantic, including the British royals behind BP and the Dutch Royals behind Royal Dutch Shell. And 
facilitating the transition from eugenics to population control to environmentalism was Julian Huxley, brother of 
Brave New World author Aldous Huxley and grandson of "Darwin's bulldog" T.H. Huxley. 


Julian Huxley was a committed eugenicist, chairing the British Eugenics Society from 1959 to 1962. But, like 
the other eugenicists of the post-war era, he understood the need to pursue the now-discredited work of eugenics 
under a different guise. The founding director of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO), Huxley wrote in the agency's founding document about the need to find ways to make 
the cause of eugenics politically viable once again: 


"At the moment, it is probable that the indirect effect of civilisation is dysgenic instead of eugenic; 
and in any case it seems likely that the dead weight of genetic stupidity, physical weakness, mental 
instability, and disease-proneness, which already exist in the human species, will prove too great a 
burden for real progress to be achieved. Thus even though it is quite true that any radical eugenic 
policy will be for many years politically and psychologically impossible, it will be important for 
UNESCO to see that the eugenic problem is examined with the greatest care, and that the public 
mind is informed of the issues at stake so that much that now is unthinkable may at least become 
thinkable." 


Huxley found the perfect front for the re-introduction of those "unthinkable" eugenical ideas in 1948, when he 
used UNESCO as a springboard for founding the International Union for the Conservation of Nature, and then 
again in 1961, when he used that agency as a springboard to create the World Wildlife Fund. Joining Huxley as 
co-founders of the fund were not only Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands, founder of the Bilderberg Group and 
former employee of the IG Farben conglomerate, and Prince Philip of England, but Godfrey A. Rockefeller of 
the Rockefeller dynasty. Together, they pledged to "harness public opinion and educate the world about the 
necessity for conservation." 


Years of "education" about the strain that the growing human population put on the resources of the earth, paid 
for by the very oiligarchs who had just spent the past century monopolizing one of the world's key resources, led, 
inevitably to a predictable conclusion: 


Hugh Downs: Now for the first time in the history of man, an international movement is underway. 
The people of the nations and the nations of the world have joined together to find the answers. This 
building and the worlds representatives hold the solution. We've seen what we've done to bring about 
the destruction of our Earth. Is it not the time now to cure the disease that we ourselves have created? 


SOURCE: Survival Of Spaceship Earth (1972) 


Yes, the "cure" for the "disease" of mankind, according to Rockefeller-funded propaganda featuring John D. 
Rockefeller III as an expert commentator, was to be found at the United Nations, whose headquarters had been 
so graciously donated by the Rockefeller family itself. And the first step toward discovering that cure was to 
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organize the UN Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm in 1972, the world's first international 
environmental conference. 


Narrator: For 11 days in June 1972, Stockholm was a magnet for everyone concerned with the 
environment: 1,200 official delegates from 113 nations were in Stockholm for the Ist International 
Conference on the Human Environment. The meeting, first proposed to the United Nations by 
Sweden and approved by the General Assembly in 1968, attracted worldwide attention. 


In four short years, the topic of the human environment had gone from the back pages of newspapers 
to make headlines on page 1. 


SOURCE: 1972 United Nations Conference on the Human Environment (Part 1) 


And who better to oversee the conference and lay the institutional groundwork for this burgeoning, oiligarch- 
supported movement, than a consummate oil man? 


Maurice Strong: The very fact that the conference began with 113 participating countries, with very 
high-level delegations from those countries, this in itself represented a very significant step forward. 
Because this demonstrated more than anything else the real concern of the majority of countries in 
the world. 


SOURCE: 1972 United Nations Conference on the Human Environment (Part 1) 


All his life, Maurice Strong had the uncanny ability to be in the right place at the right time to meet the right 
person to advance up the ranks. Having been born in Oak Lake, Manitoba, in 1929, and suffering through the 
Great Depression, the ambitious young Strong dropped out of school at age 14 and headed north to look for 
work. Finding his way to Chesterfield Inlet, Strong got a job as a fur buyer for the Hudson's Bay Company and 
there met “Wild” Bill Richardson, a prospector whose wife, Mary McColl, hailed from the family behind 
McColl-Frontenac, one of Canada’s largest oil companies. 


Elaine Dewar: So, Mr. Strong enters the big world through a guy by the name of ‘Wild’ Bill 
Richardson, who was a sort of prospector married into an oil family called McColl whose company 
was called McColl-Frontenac. It was a major importer of oil from the Middle East that had been 
taken over long since by the Texaco Company through a brokerage house called Nesbitt Thomson. In 
a way, Mr. Strong was introduced to the world of Big Oil and the world of resources at a very young 
age. He was picked up as a very smart kid, taken under the wing of a man named Paul Martin Sr., 
who was a cabinet minister and whose son would go on to become the Prime Minister of Canada and 
introduced to the oil patch though people at the very top — and that would include David 
Rockefeller. 


Through the Richardsons, Strong made a series of increasingly unlikely connections. First he was introduced to 
the Treasurer of the then-brand new United Nations, Noah Monod. Unbelievably, Monod didn't just secure 
Strong a job as a junior security officer at UN headquarters, he allowed the young Manitoba farm boy to live 
with him in New York. And while there, Monod introduced Strong to the most important contact of his life, 
David Rockefeller. 


From that moment on, Strong was a made man. And from that moment on, wherever Strong went, Rockefeller 
and his associates were there somewhere in the background. 
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It was a Standard Oil veteran, Jack Gallagher, who gave Strong his big break in the Alberta oil patch when he 
quit his UN security job to return to Canada. And when Maurice Strong suddenly decided to quit that oil patch 
job, sell his house, and travel to Africa, he supported himself working for Rockefeller’s CalTex in Nairobi. 


When he quit that job in 1954 and started his own company back in Canada, he hired Henrie Brunie (a close 
friend of Rockefeller associate John J. McCloy) to manage it, and appointed two Standard Oil of New Jersey 
reps to its board. By his late 20s he was running his own company and was already a millionaire. 


As he would throughout his life, Maurice Strong capitalized on these connections and opportunities to full effect. 
After being chosen to organize the UN environmental conference in Stockholm, he was appointed a Trustee of 
the Rockefeller Foundation, which then funded his office for the Stockholm summit and supplied Carnegie 
Fellow Barbara Ward and Rockefeller ecologist Rene Dubos for his team. Strong commissioned them to write 
"Only One Earth," a foundational text in the sustainable development arena that is heavily touted by globalists as 
a key document for promoting the global management of resources. 


The 1972 Stockholm summit is still hailed as a landmark moment in the history of the modern environmental 
movement, leading not only to the first governmentally-administered environmental action plans in Europe but 
the creation of an entirely new UN bureaucracy: the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). 
Naturally, the UN appointed Maurice Strong as UNEP's first director. 


Shortly thereafter, Strong continued his double life by jumping straight back into the oil patch. 


Eastern Canada was hit particularly hard by the OPEC oil embargo, and as a result then-Prime Minister Pierre 
Trudeau created PetroCanada, Canada's national oil company. And who did he tap as the company's first 
president? None other than that crusading Rockefeller-backed "environmentalist," Maurice Strong. 


Leaving that post in 1978, Strong continued with a scarcely believable series of governmental, private sector and 
international appointments, from Chairman of the Canada Development Investment Corporation to Chairman of 
AZL Resources Incorporated to leading the UN’s famine relief program in Africa. 


In 1987, Strong helped to organize another environmental conference, much less known but no less remarkable 
than the Stockholm summit. Dubbed the 4th World Wilderness Congress, the meeting took place in Denver, 
Colorado, and brought together Strong, David Rockefeller, Edmond de Rothschild, then-Treasury Secretary 
James Baker, and a gaggle of other oiligarchs, bankers, Washington power players and globalists, ostensibly to 
talk about the environment. What they actually discussed was altogether more incredible: 


DAVID LANG: I suggest therefore that this be sold not through a democratic process. That would 
take too long and devour far too much of the funds to educate the cannon fodder, unfortunately, that 
populates the earth. We have to take almost an elitist program, [so] that we can see beyond our 
swollen bellies, and look to the future in time frames and in results which are not easily understood, 
or which can be, with intellectual honesty, be reduced down to some kind of simplistic definition. 


SOURCE: UN UNCED Earth Summit 1992 by George Hunt 


Those were the words of David Lang, a banker from Montreal who spoke during the conference. And to Lang, 
the Rockefellers, the Rothschilds and the other bankers and oiligarchs assembled at the meeting, the general 
population are "cannon fodder" that "unfortunately [...] populates the earth." This candid admission, a perfect 
encapsulation of the eugenical ideas at the heart of the global conservation movement funded into existence by 
the oiligarchs themselves, was caught on tape by George Hunt, a businessman in Boulder, Colorado, who had 
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volunteered to help the conference as a concerned citizen and came away horrified by what he had witnessed 
there. He released his own recordings of the proceedings in the early 1990s to warn the public about this group 
and its ultimate aims. 


Hunt's recording captured the moment when Maurice Strong introduced Baron Edmond de Rothschild — whose 
father's cousin had sold the Rothschild's Azerbaijani oil fields to Royal Dutch Shell in 1911 — as a pioneer of 
the environmental movement and a founder of the concept of "conservation banking." 


Maurice Strong: One of the most important initiatives that is open here for your consideration is 
that of the conservation banking program. As we mentioned this morning, we have, as our chairman, 
fortunately, the person who really is the source of this very significant concept. He was/is one of the 
trustees of the International Wilderness Foundation, which sponsored this meeting. He was at the 
first of these conferences. So his conversion to the relationship between conservation and economic 
development has been a pioneering one. So there is no better person. He epitomizes in his own life 
that positive synthesis between environment, conservation on the one hand and economics on the 
other, and I'm just delighted to have this opportunity of introducing to you Edmond de Rothschild. 


Edmond de Rothschild: Maurice, thank you very much indeed for all that you've said, and I would 
ask the audience to take with a slight grain of salt all that he has said about me. 


SOURCE: UN UNCED Earth Summit 1992 by George Hunt 


The meeting accomplished some important goals for the oiligarchs. It led to the creation of "Wilderness Areas," 
vast expanses of natural terrain from which the public could be largely excluded. These areas were to be 
designated and overseen by the IUCN, the same body that British Eugenics Society president Julian Huxley used 
as a springboard to creating the World Wildlife Fund. 


Another important goal of the conference was Rothschild's proposal for the creation of a so-called "World 
Conservation Bank" that would operate at a supra-national level and coordinate finance for development projects 
around the world. 


Edmond de Rothschild: The meetings now over the concept of an international conservation 
banking program involve all sectors of the human community: Governmental and inter-governmental 
agencies, the public and private agencies, large charitable foundations, as well as ordinary 
individuals worldwide. By thinking forward as to how to reach out to the public at large, to every 
corporate entity throughout the world to put aside, hopefully tax-free, a part of their profits to fund 
our ecological and environmental protection. 


Ladies and gentlemen, every country has its own problems, its indigenous peoples and its wildlife. 
This international conservation bank must know no frontiers, no boundaries." 


SOURCE: UN UNCED Earth Summit 1992 by George Hunt 


This world conservation bank was forwarded and eventually realized at Maurice Strong's next major conference, 
the one which was to serve as the crowning achievement of his unlikely career as environmental crusader, and 
which still remains one of the touchstones of the environmental movement: the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de 
Janeiro. 


Narrator: In June 1992, the world met in Rio to discuss the fate of planet Earth. In this largest 
summit and very first Earth Summit ever held, representatives from 166 countries, 130 heads of state 
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and 15,000 non-governmental organizations came together with the hopes of deciding specific 
agreements that would balance environmental preservation with economic needs. 


SOURCE: 1992 - UN Earth Summit - Rio de Janeiro - In Our Hands (Part 1) 


George H. W. Bush: And my gratitude to Secretary General Maurice Strong for his tireless work in 
bringing this Earth Summit together. This is truly an historic gathering. There are those who say that 
economic growth and environmental protection cannot be compatible. 


John Major: "The world is our garden and together we must cultivate it. This week at Rio we have 
made a start. Beyond Rio we must continue to carry it through." 


Maurice Strong: "We cannot be complacent. Unless the agreements reached here are accompanied 
by commitments to significant change — change, of course, indeed for the human species in my 
view, your excellencies—we simply are headed for a moment in the 21st century where the condition 
of our species may become terminal." 


SOURCE: Brazil - Rio Earth Summit (B) 


As useful as the 4th World Wilderness Congress had been in advancing the agenda of Maurice Strong and the 
oiligarchs, that was only setting the stage for the Earth Summit in Rio. 


At the Earth Summit, Edmond de Rothschild got his "World Conservation Bank." Dubbed the "Global 
Environment Facility" and launched at the summit itself, it serves as the funding mechanism for five different 
UN conventions and provides billions of dollars worth of financing to environmental and development projects 
around the world. Its 18 “implementing partners” include the Rockefeller-funded Food and Agricultural 
Organization, the Huxley-founded International Union for the Conservation of Nature, the Maurice Strong- 
created United Nations Environment Programme, and the Prince Bernhard/Prince Philip/Godfrey Rockefeller- 
founded World Wildlife Fund. 


One of the Global Environment Facility's specialties is "debt-for-nature swaps," where Third World countries are 
given debt relief in return for opening their land up for environmental development projects. The projects come 
with transaction costs of up to 5%, paid to the contractors who manage and direct the investments, not to the 
locals who, like the aborigines of Palawan island, are kicked off their land and effectively wiped off the face of 
the map. 


The Earth Summit also gave rise to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, the body to 
which the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change delivers its reports. Generally thought to be neutral, non- 
governmental bodies relying only on science and evidence, the UNFCCC and the IPCC are handcuffed by the_ 
terms that Strong set out for them to deliver only one conclusion: that humanity is to blame for climate change. 


Dr. Tim Ball: When they set up the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Maurice Strong, 
who we should talk a lot about, he wrote the terms of reference and the first term of reference was 
the definition of climate change and he limited it, deliberately, to only human causes of climate 
change. Of course that effectively eliminated all of the natural causes and natural variability which is 
why you see them not looking at things like the sun and a whole bunch of other issues. He then 
limited it even further in another term of reference, he set it up into three working groups. There was 
the technical group, Working Group 1, which wrote the science report, and that was 600 of the 2,500 
people. The other 1,900 people were in Working Groups 2 & 3. Now they were inconsequential 
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because they had to accept the findings of Working Group 1, which were already limited by their 
terms of reference. So whatever their finding was, Working Groups 2 & 3 then said, "OK, you're 
telling us it's going to warm, we accept that as fact. We now look at the implications of that," and 
that's where you hear all these stories of the ice is going to melt, the sea-levels are going to rise, etc. 


So really, the majority of the report by 1,900 scientists is accepting without question the finding of 
the first group. Now Strong really restricted it even more because they then came and said, "Now 
look, this report is not to be used for policy," but then they set up the Summary for Policymakers, the 
absolute contradiction of that. The Summary for Policymakers is written by a completely separate 
group, and then they write independent of the science report. The science report is finished and set 
aside. The Summary for Policymakers is written and given out to the media, but the rules — the 
terms of reference that Strong set out — said that the Summary for Policymakers goes back to the 
science report people and says make sure your science report agrees with what we've put in the 
summary. 


SOURCE: The IPCC Exposed 


Another product of the Earth Summit in Rio was the Earth Charter, a quasi-religious document that Mikhail 
Gorbachev, who helped draft the text along with Maurice Strong, referred to as a replacement for the Ten 
Commandments, and which sought to usher in an era of Gaia worship and global responsibility. Declaring that 
"[fJundamental changes are needed in our values, institutions, and ways of living," the document then counsels 
that we must create a world of "shared responsibility" to the "Earth community," before concluding: 


"In order to build a sustainable global community, the nations of the world must renew their commitment to the 
United Nations, fulfill their obligations under existing international agreements, and support the implementation 
of Earth Charter principles with an international legally binding instrument on environment and development." 


Patrick Wood: Well, the Earth Charter was one of the bi-products ultimately of the first Earth 
Summit. I published the Earth Charter in the appendix of my book Technocracy Rising: The Trojan 
Horse of Global Transformation, just so people could see this with their own eyes what it says. It was 
a document that was like a compact with the world. It was a very religious, humanistic document that 
tried to unify the world into a single concept of globalization. It was a very defined document that 
was signed off — the history goes back before that, but it was finally signed-off by almost all of the 
nations at the United Nations, and the primary author of the Earth Charter was Steven Rockefeller. 
And so the Rockefellers understood early on that no, it's not just the economic system and it's not just 
necessarily the political control system, we also have to factor in a religious belief that we can use to 
get people to believe that what we're doing is for their good. 


What the oiligarchs had been working toward for decades, and what they achieved in Rio in 1992, was the 
completion of the transformation of the eugenics philosophy, from talk of "sterilization" of the "feeble-minded" 
to a popular understanding of humanity as a cancer that must be removed for the Earth to live. Now the duty was 
to "reduce carbon footprints" and reduce the population in the name of "saving the planet." But, wrapped in this 
new vocabulary and coming with a trendy, pervasive, and well-funded advertising campaign, the end result 
sounded remarkably similar to the eugenics of old. 


Tucker Carlson: A new study from Lund University in Sweden says that the single best way to cut 
your carbon footprint, assuming you want to, is simply to refuse to reproduce. Deleting some humans 
from existence, they say, saves far more carbon than, I don't know, being vegetarian, riding a bike to 
work, not boarding an airplane. 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 170 
SOURCE: ‘Stop Having Kids’ - Tucker Carlson Tonight 


Jennifer Ludden: There is a new study that says, well, actually if we reduce global fertility by half a 
child per woman, that you could maybe do that. It would go a long way. It would reduce a fifth to a 
quarter of all carbon emissions needed to avoid that tipping point. 


SOURCE: NPR Asks: Should We Have Less Kids Due To Global Warming? 


Bill Nye: So should we have policies that penalize people for having extra kids in the developed 
world? 


Guest: So, I do think that we should at least consider it. 


Nye: Well, at least consider it is like do it. 


SOURCE: Bill Nye: Should parents having “extra kids‘ in developed countries be penalized? 


Fox News Reporter: In the push to reduce global warming, children, according to some, are the new 
culprits. A think tank in the UK says that too many kids are what is making the planet worse. Saying 
large families, anything over two children really, should be frowned upon as an environmental no- 
no. 


SOURCE: Endgame (2007) 


And, without the public even noticing it, the oiligarchs were able to wrap themselves in this new flag to appear 
not as the billionaire scions of the oil industry who made their vast fortunes by plundering the earth and 
monopolizing its wealth, but as crusading environmentalists who are going to save the planet from the "cannon 
fodder" that "unfortunately populates the earth." 


David Rockefeller: The negative impact of population growth, on all of our planetary ecosystems, is 
becoming appallingly evident. 


SOURCE: David Rockefeller speaks about population control 


Rex Tillerson: So we have been members of the IPCC, we have authored many of their papers, we 
have peer-reviewed all their papers. So we have been engaged in the understanding and the evolution 
of our understanding of climate change for decades. 


SOURCE: Rex Tillerson explains his position on climate change 


Narrator: At Saudi Aramco, we strive to continually reduce the environmental impact of our 
operations, from oil well to consumer, and our support for the Oil and Gas Climate Initiative that 
strives to be a catalyst for practical action on climate change through collaboration on technology 
and best practices. 


SOURCE: Saudi Aramco - Sustainable Production 
Claudio Descalzi: We have a common reason. We care about environment. We think that together 


we can do better. We have the competencies, we have the strength, we have the tools to do good 
things in this field. 
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Amin H. Nasser: Technology that will be developed through this investment fund of $1 billion will 
help us in the long-term to reduce emissions. 


Josu Jon Imaz: We want to build an ecosystem of innovation on this issue, working together. 


Patrick Pouyanne: We bring our force together, we can bring pragmatic and concrete solutions. 


SOURCE: OGCI Invests in Innovative Low-Emissions Technologies 


And even today, the masses, outraged over the carnage that Big Oil has wrought, are content to have that outrage 
directed by the very oiligarchs they seek to oppose, the same oiligarchs who are quietly funding and supporting 
their environmental movement from behind the scenes — and even leading it from the front. 


The Rockefeller family made headlines by divesting from oil completely in 2016. 


Narrator: The Rockefellers, heir to an oil fortune that made the family name a symbol of American 
wealth, believe they're doing their namesake proud by getting out of oil. Fund director Stephen 
Heintz spoke reverently of oil tycoon John D. Rockefeller in a statement: "We are quite convinced 
that if he were alive today, as an astute businessman looking out to the future, he would be moving 
out of fossil fuels and investing in clean, renewable energy." 


SOURCE: Rockefeller heirs get out of oil | Fortune 


David de Rothschild is one of the photogenic leading lights of the environmental movement. Dubbed "Plastic 
Jesus" for his publicity stunts and photo opportunities masquerading as a concerned environmentalist, David de 
Rothschild — a scion of the billionaire banking family that added to its fortune with its Azerbaijani oil field 
holdings and still invests in oil through ventures like Genie Energy — now spends his time lecturing the public 
about how their lifestyles are killing the polar bears. 


David de Rothschild: We have to start spending money fast on the solutions that we have in hand to 
try and help these countries which are already seeing the effects of climate change today and seeing 
the effects of our consumption, basically. 


SOURCE: Rothschild Says Climate Change 'Past Point of Talking' 


Prince Charles is outspoken on the subject of global warming, warning his loyal subjects that unless they tighten 
their belts and live more humble lives, they will bring about the end of the world. 


Prince Charles: Ladies and gentlemen, the battle against climate change is surely the most defining 
and pivotal challenge of our time. 


We cannot ignore the symptoms and should act now to restore the health of the planet before it is too 


late. This of course will require an unprecedented transformation of our communities, science, 
societies and lifestyles. All predicated on the move to a low-carbon and circular economy. 


SOURCE: Prince Charles urges action against climate change 'before it is too late’ 


The groundwork has been laid for what these oiligarchs call the post-carbon era. It is no longer about oil. It never 
was. It is about control. 
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M. King Hubbert: Now, so this complete cycle for the world, to give you a timescale on that — 
bear in mind that's starting in 1857, and so here's where we were about three or four years ago. This 
was proved reserves in the era, which would add up to about here, and the estimated peak would 
occur about 1995, and we go into the decline. That middle 80%, again, is spread from the late '60s 
until a little beyond 2020. I computed it out here about 56 years. That assumes an orderly evolution. 
That says that a child born, say, within the last 10 years will probably see the world consume most of 
its oil if he lives a normal life. 


SOURCE: Marion King Hubbert on global oil depletion (1976) 


Today, Marion King Hubbert is best known as the Shell Oil researcher who gained notoriety in the 1950s for 
predicting that the US would achieve its peak production of petroleum by 1970, and that almost all of the planet's 
oil supplies would be exhausted by 2020. 


This "Peak Oil" theory, still sometimes referred to as "Hubbert's Peak," was, like everything else generated by 
Big Oil, a conveniently crafted lie, designed to habituate the market to artificial scarcity and thus keep oil prices 
high. Hubbert's "prediction" was not based on any empirical data from any oil field, but instead relied on 
Hubbert's incorrect guesses about remaining oil reserves and employed a heuristic tool to model production. 


As Hubbert's protégé and colleague at Shell Oil, Kenneth Deffeyes, conceded years later: "The numerical 
methods that Hubbert used to make his prediction are not crystal clear. Today, 44 years later, my guess is that 
Hubbert, like everyone else, reached his conclusion first and then searched for raw data and methods to support 
his conclusion." 


Shortly before his death in 1989, Hubbert himself admitted that when he showed his Peak Oil paper to Shell's 
managing director before presenting it to his colleagues, the director had told him not to "go overboard" with his 
estimates of oil reserves, pointing specifically to L.G. Weeks, a rival geophysicist who had estimated reserves to 
be much higher, and thus the impending threat of undersupply and the need for high oil prices to be much 
weaker. 


But although today Hubbert is remembered almost exclusively for his Peak Oil thesis, he was in fact involved in 
a much larger, lifelong project, helping to codify and incorporate a movement that, much like eugenics, was 
wildly popular nearly a century ago, fell out of favor in polite society, and yet continues today under other 
names. That movement was called "Technocracy." 


Arvid Peterson: Hello, I'm Arvid Peterson, and this is the first of a two-part presentation on 
Technocracy, an alternative social system. These programs are not intended to entertain or amuse 
you, nor are they meant to scare you. We are making a new approach. It is not political, financial, 
philosophical, legal, religious or moral. It is a technological approach. Technocracy is the scientific 
answer to America's social problems and technocracy is a new design for social operation that based 
on upon science. It is the vehicle by which we can move into a new era for better living." 


SOURCE: Technocracy Full Presentation 


Technocracy billed itself as a social movement, a philosophy, a scientific solution to political and economic 
problems, and a new way of ordering the world. But, at base, it is an idea for a new international economic order, 
one to be designed and managed down to the most minute detail by a select few: the "technocrats." 
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Patrick Wood: Technocracy was defined very succinctly in 1938 by their own publication The_ 
Technocrat's Magazine. They call it a system of scientifically engineering society. They saw 
themselves as a merger between hard science and social science, which really is an oxymoron. Social 
science 1s not really a science in my opinion but they believed that. So they believed they could take 
their scientific method they use in the hard sciences and apply it to society. They also believe that 
they alone were the only ones that could run society correctly. As a result of technology having come 
in and change the fabric of society, they hated politicians, they hated the establishment, the 
organization of society they way it is because it was not efficient, it was not conservation based if 
you will to conserve resources. So they took it upon themselves to define the economic model that 
would replace capitalism and free-enterprise and that's exactly what it was, a replacement of the 
economic system. 


Drawing on Henri Saint-Simon's call for a scientifically-organized socialist system, the positivism and secular 
humanism of Auguste Comte, and the "Principles of Scientific Management" propounded by Frederick Taylor, 
the technocratic movement emerged from the same environment of progressivism, positivism and social 
Darwinism that birthed eugenics. Just as the eugenicists believed the human race could be improved through 
selective breeding controlled and administered by a small group of scientists and their billionaire backers, so, 
too, did the technocrats believe that they could improve the social and economic conditions of humanity by 
controlling and administering society. And, happily enough for the oiligarchs, the technocrats would improve the 
world by replacing money with energy certificates. 


Led by the eccentric "revolutionary" economist and sociologist Thorstein Veblen, the technocratic movement 
that formed around Veblen's "New School for Social Research" and "Technical Alliance" attracted both 
engineers and serious researchers like King Hubbert and Buckminster Fuller and fellow eccentrics like Howard 
Scott. 


Scott, a "mysterious man" of uncertain background, established himself in New York City at the end of World 
War I and came to be seen as a "bohemian engineer." In 1920 he went to work for the Wobblies as a research 
director, and the following year he founded the Technical Alliance, a group of engineers and scientists centered 
around Columbia University, and which, as a forerunner to the technocracy movement, advocated for a society 
run by scientists and engineers. 


In 1932, the charismatic and well-spoken Scott managed to attach himself to Walter Rautenstrauch, a professor 
at Columbia and the founder of the university's Department of Industrial Engineering. With a common interest in 
technocracy, the two became friends and allies. It was through Rautenstrauch that Scott was able to approach the 
president of Columbia, Nicholas Murray Butler, for permission to use the university's facilities. Butler, always 
on the lookout for the cutting edge of progressivism, was swayed by the technocratic ideas, and soon Scott's 
Committee on Technocracy was operating out of the basement of Hamilton Hall. 


When Butler let word slip about the next big idea being cooked up in the basement of his university, technocracy 
became a sensation. It was lauded in the press, Scott became a sought-after speaker, and there was even a dance 
named after the movement. 


It was at Columbia that Scott met King Hubbert, and the two, an unlikely pair of serious-minded researcher and 
eccentric revolutionary, immediately hit it off. Their stint together at Columbia was about to come to an abrupt 
end, but their association would last for decades, and help give birth to ideas that would eventually transform the 
world. 
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Patrick Wood: Technocracy really got recognized when it was at Columbia. We'll talk in a minute, 
they didn't last there very long because as it turned out one of the promoters of technocracy, Howard 
Scott, turned out to be a fraud. He was kind of the main spokesman for the movement and he 
pumped up his résumé, like so many people do today, unfortunately, he pumped it up and basically 
he just lied about his past and his educational past and they all assumed he had a degree in some 
advanced engineering or whatever and he knew all of the buzz words, but some sharp reporter did 
some investigative research on him and said, "I can't find where this guy graduated anywhere," and 
when Columbia found out that the guy was a fraud they realized that, well, Butler's ego got involved 
and he said, "Man, these people have played me," and so he kicked them all out. Just ka-boom! Just 
drop-kicked them right out. He said, "Get out of my building!" and they all left and scattered. The 
technocrats that were left at Columbia, which there were several of them that were professors at 
Columbia at the time, they just zipped their lips, shut up, went back to work, figured out I want to 
keep my job. I'm just going to not ever mention technocracy again. It didn't mean they stopped 
believing, but they didn't talk about it for a very, very long time at Columbia. 


Disgraced, evicted from Columbia, and with the Committee on Technocracy disbanded almost as quickly as it 
had come together, Scott found himself at a personal low. Penniless and with an old debt having caught up to 
him, he had only one person he could rely on: M. King Hubbert. 


Hubbert let Scott live in his Greenwich Village apartment and paid out of his own pocket to file the articles of 
incorporation for Technocracy, Inc., a new membership organization that would carry on the principles of 
technocracy. The first step, of course, was to define precisely what those principles were. 


Hubbert got to work penning the Technocracy Study Course, the Bible of the Technocracy movement. In it, 
Hubbert laid out the vision of "an abundance of physical wealth on a Continental scale for the use of all 
Continental citizens," which, he warned, "can only be accomplished by a Continental technological control, a 
governance of function, a Technate." 


The technocratic system was to be structured around a new monetary paradigm, one based not on dollars and 
cents but "Energy Certificates" representing the nation's net energy expenditure. These certificates would be 
denominated in Joules and issued based on a net energy budget deemed appropriate by the technocratic state's 
governing scientists. Citizens would be issued an equal share of the nation's certificates and make their purchases 
with them, and the information about these purchases would be relayed back to the central planning body for 
analysis. By this method, the technocrats could, in the words of one proponent, "create a thermodynamically 
balanced load of production and consumption, thereby doing away with unemployment, debt and social 
injustice." 


In the Technocracy Study Course, Hubbert, like a good technocrat, laid out the exact conditions that would need 
to be met for this vision to come to pass. According to him, technocracy would require: 


all energy usage and all consumer spending throughout the nation to be calculated and registered on a 
continuous and instantaneous basis 

a 24/7 inventory of all production and consumption 

a complete registry of all products available for sale, where they were produced, how much energy was 
expended in their production, and where and when they were sold. 

and, finally, a "specific registration of the consumption of each individual, plus a record and description of 
the individual. 
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Hubbert's vision was not just that of a totalitarian society in which every detail of every interaction was recorded 
and reported to a central authority, but, for the 1930s, the concept of continuously and instantaneously updated 
registries of every good in the economy was not just audacious, but borderline insane. 


Nevertheless, suffering through the Great Depression, the American people were willing to listen to any ideas to 
replace the current system that had so obviously failed them, no matter how outlandish. Technocracy, Inc. did 
attract a following, swelling into the tens of thousands later in the decade. But Scott's eccentric ways, compelling 
members to salute him in public and delivering rambling radio addresses, ultimately led to the movement's long, 
slow decline in relevance. 


Hubbert never repudiated the concept of technocracy, but when he joined Shell as a researcher he resigned his 
position on the board of Technocracy, Inc. and avoided direct mention of the organization. 


The technocrats had sketched the outlines of a completely ordered and controlled society, one in which energy is 
the fundamental measure of value and all consumption and production is meticulously analyzed by a central 
authority. Technocracy, Inc. still exists to this day, but the language and thinking of the technocrats has, like 
eugenics, undergone a metamorphosis. And, also like eugenics, the name may have faded into obscurity, but the 
idea lives on in the hands of the oiligarchs. 


Bill Turnbull: Would you live in a greener lifestyle if you could make money from it? 


Kate Silverton: That may be possible if a government proposal for personal carbon emissions 
allowances is implemented. Under the scheme, everyone in the UK would be allocated an annual 
carbon allowance. 


Turnbull: Stored electronically, like a supermarket loyalty card, points would be deducted every 
time we buy or use non-renewable energy. For example: Using electricity to power appliances in the 
home. 


Silverton: Or traveling somewhere by plane. 
Turnbull: Or even buying petrol for your car on the [unintelligible]. 


Silverton: So then any points left over could then be sold back to a central bank, are you still with 
us, and people who need more, like motorists, who would use their allocations could then pay for a 


top-up. 
SOURCE: BBC Breakfast: Carbon Ration Card proposal, 20/07/2006 


Carbon rationing. Carbon trading. Carbon taxes. Cap and trade. Just as the technocrats of old envisioned a new 
economic order based on energy and governed by the dictates of scientists and engineers, so, too, does this 
modern form of technocracy envision an economic order in which energy is budgeted, priced and traded by 
intergovernmental panels of scientists and the political caste that grows up around these institutions. 


Sen. Jay Rockefeller: The Environmental Protection Agency is not a frivolous agency. It is created 
to regulate carbon dioxide emissions, and I have been saying to the West Virginia Coal Association, 
which, for the most part, doesn't believe in climate science — they don't believe there's a climate 
problem — and I have been saying to them for a number of years that that's wrong. In my judgment 
the science is true, the science is unequivocally true and that that there is a price to carbon in their 
future. I said this a couple of months ago — there's a price to carbon in their future. 
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SOURCE: Sen. Rockefeller Defends EPA, Climate Science 


Al Gore: But I believe that the cap-and-trade approach is the essential first step, partly because it is 
the only basis upon which we can envision a truly global agreement, because it's very difficult to 
imagine a harmonized global tax. 


SOURCE: Cap and Trade is a tax Dingell, Gore 


Christiana Figueres: A carbon tax or any other way of putting a carbon price is actually, from an 
economic point of view, the most effective and efficient way to do this, OK? You can regulate and 
you can do all kinds of things but nothing is as strong a market signal to the private sector as a 
carbon price, whether that be a carbon tax or whether it be a cap-and-trade — which is what 
California's doing — or any of the other measures that ultimately give you a carbon price. That is the 
simplest, cleanest, most powerful signal. So if that's possible, I'm with you. 


SOURCE: Christiana Figueres: Meeting Our Climate Challenge - A United Nations Perspective 


These measures are sold to the public as a way of penalizing the big oil interests that have spent the last century 
monopolizing the world's key resources and plundering the earth in the pursuit of profit. What they do not 
understand, because it has been deliberately obscured, is that it is these very interests that have been instrumental 
in creating these schemes in the first place. 


Rep. Steve Scalise: "Its my understanding that back in 1997, when you were Vice President, Enron's 
CEO Ken Lay was involved in discussions with you at the White House about helping develop this 
type of policy, this trading scheme. Is that accurate? Is it inaccurate? It's been reported. 


Al Gore: I don't know, but I met with Ken Lay, as lots of people did, before anybody knew that he 
was a crook. 


Scalise: Right. And clearly you can see why so many of us are concerned about this type of cap-and- 
trade energy tax that would be literally turning over this country's energy economy. 


Gore: I didn't know him well enough to call him "Kenny-boy." 


Scalise: But you knew him well enough to devise this trading scheme. 


SOURCE: Al Gore's Lies Exposed By Congress 


In the early 1990s, Enron — the disgraced Texas-based energy trading company that turned out to be a complete 
fraud — spearheaded the EPA's $20 billion cap-and-trade program for sulfur dioxide, promptly becoming the 
largest trader in the market. As a follow-up, the company, led by Ken Lay, began lobbying the Clinton 
administration, and particularly Vice President Al Gore, to create a similar market for carbon dioxide. Making 
lavish contributions to environmental groups like the Nature Conservancy, whose Climate Change Project 
argued for restrictions on carbon emissions, Enron then hired Christopher Horner, a former staffer on Senator 
Joe Lieberman’s Environment Committee, to lobby for an international treaty that would restrict emissions and 
allow for trading in emission rights. 


They were joined in this quest by Goldman Sachs, the infamous Wall Street investment bank known today for 
the revolving door between the firm and the US Treasury, who helped establish the Chicago Climate Exchange 
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as the first North American emissions trading platform. In 2004, Al Gore, who has spent the last two decades 
lobbying for the creation of a carbon trading market, founded Generation Investment Management, an 
investment management partnership that sells carbon offsets, with David Blood, the CEO of Goldman Sachs 
Asset Management, who stepped down from his position with Goldman to go into business with Gore. By the 
end of the decade, Gore was already being hailed as a candidate to become the world's first carbon billionaire. 


Gore himself is an oiligarch. His father, Al Gore, Sr., was a close friend of Armand Hammer, the oil tycoon 
behind Occidental Petroleum. After losing a Senate race in 1970, Gore's father went to work for Hammer at 
Occidental for $500,000 a year. Over the course of his career, Gore, Sr. accumulated hundreds of thousands of 
dollars worth of Occidental stock, which fell into the hands of the executor of his estate at the time of his death: 
none other than his son, Al Gore. The Occidental connection does not end there. Discovering zinc ore on their 
Tennessee estate, Hammer bought the Gores' land and sold it back to them with a claim on the mining rights, 
complete with a $20,000 annual payment, which also went to Gore after his father's death. In 2013, Gore earned 
$100 million from the Qatari government on the sale of his "Current TV" venture, and then was surprised when 
reporters were more interested in discussing his oil money than his new book on the global warming cause. 


But Gore's story is only an example of a larger phenomenon. In 2006, the United States Climate Action 
Partnership was formed to create "A Call for Action" to cut down on carbon emissions. It drafted the Blueprint 
for Legislative Action, which became the basis for the American Clean Energy and Security Act, seeking to 
create an emissions trading regime modeled on the European Union Emission Trading Scheme. And the 
members of the US Climate Action Partnership? A who's who of the oiligarchy, including BP, ConocoPhillips, 
and General Motors. 


Carbon taxes and carbon trading have proven to be a hard sell for an increasingly wary public, but with the Paris 
Agreement of 2015 the world saw the biggest step yet toward this technocratic future of energy control and 
carbon rationing. No surprise, then, that the summit itself was sponsored by and prominently supported by big 
oil. 


Erik Schatzker: What's your position and what message would you send to the President? 


Bob Dudley: Well, we have been clear in our support of the climate agreement in Paris. We're part 
of the Oil and Gas Climate Initiative, which is 10 of the big companies in the world, who are 
working towards projects and technologies that are needed. I think we all want to know how the 
formula will work, but I think the concept of Paris needs to stay in everybody's mind on the issues of 
— we've got to transition the world to lower-carbon forms of energy, I have no doubt it will happen. 


SOURCE: BP CEO Dudley on Oil Market and Paris Climate Accord 
Gerard Mestrallet: Yes, I think that what happened in Paris is very, very important and Mr. Ban Ki- 
moon on the (spoke) on the line that yesterday, it is important not only for the planet, not only for us 


citizens, not only for our children, it is important for the business. 


SOURCE: ECO:nomics: Businesses! Role in Paris Agreement 


But using energy as the new "metric of value" for the post-carbon economy is just one element of the neo- 
technocratic vision. 


When Hubbert wrote his Technocracy Study Course, he made it clear that technocracy could not come to fruition 
without 24/7 surveillance of all energy usage and a continuous stream of data about all goods being produced by 
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and consumed by society. But whereas in the 1930s such a system must have seemed like a delusional flight of 
fancy, today it is already being implemented. 


Narrator: By now you may have heard the term "Internet of Things." Sounds interesting but what 
does the Internet of Things actually mean? I.O.T. is an evolution of mobile, home and embedded 
applications that are being connected to the internet, integrating greater compute capabilities and 
using data-analytics to extract meaningful information. Billions of devices will be connected to the 
internet and, soon, hundreds of billions of devices. As related devices connect with each other, they 
can become an intelligent system of systems, and when these intelligent devices and systems of 
systems share data over the cloud and analyze it, they can transform our businesses, our lives and our 
world in countless ways. 


SOURCE: Internet of Things explained simply 


Reporter: This department store in Bundang has introduced a new way to shop. With its "Smart 
Shopper" system, customers pick up a small scanner and tag the item they want to buy. It eliminates 
the hassle of having to carry heavy items in a shopping basket, not to mention the hassle of having to 
get them home. After you pay for the items at an automated kiosk the goods are delivered right to 
your home. 


Shopper (Translated): Before I had to wait in long lines at the checkout but now I can use the 
Smart Shopper system to pay. It's really quite convenient. 


Reporter: Aside from their convenience to shoppers the system also helps stores gather data about 
their customers' shopping habits. 


SOURCE: New smart technologies changing our everyday activities 


Alice Bravo: Why create a smart city? Well, smart cities are more responsive to citizens and they 
help reduce environmental impact. 


Michael Liu: They are more cost-effective and they're safer. 
Carlos Gimenez: Smart cities make people happier and more connected to their community. 
SOURCE: AT&T Smart Cities 


Narrator: Today, more people live in cities than ever before, and for good reason. They are centers 
of trade, innovation, culture and opportunity. As such, they are complex entities comprising many 
different inter-connected systems. As more people flock to cities and put pressure on these systems, 
an important shift is helping cities deal with this challenge: a rise in data. Cities are becoming 
increasingly instrumented. Sensors that enable the capture of all sorts of data are being integrated 
across city systems, providing critical information on city activity and operations. Sensors on a 
bridge transmit data on its physical condition. A camera on a freeway relays traffic flow and digital 
meters record water and energy usage in real time. Mobile and social channels enable local 
governments and citizens to communicate with other, creating yet another source of useful data. 
Advanced analytics can now readily identify trends and patterns within these massive amounts of 
data. Information can be integrated, gathered and shared via dashboards, visualizations and alerts to 
facilitate understanding and collaboration across systems, agencies and groups. 
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SOURCE: How It Works: Smarter Cities 


Narrator: The smart home communicates with the grid and enables consumers to manage their 
electricity usage. By measuring homes' electricity consumption more frequently through a smart 
meter, utilities can provide their customer with much better information to manage their electricity 
bills. Inside the smart home, a Home Area Network or HAN, connects smart appliances, thermostats 
and other electric devices to an energy management system. 


SOURCE: What Is the Smart Grid? 


Josh Del Sol: With the smart meters, they'll be able to tell exactly what's going on in your home 
down to the micro-second based upon 24/7 communication with all of your appliances. Which will 
also in the future, if this goes through fully and if there's not a public backlash, all of your appliances 
will need to have a wireless transmitter on them and they'll need to certified under some "smart 
program." 


So this means not only — just stepping aside for one moment from the health issue — this means 
that not only is your smart meter emitting on average 13,000 microwave pulses per day but every one 
of your appliances is going to be doing the same thing because it will be needed to be 
communicating with the smart meter itself. So that is a serious concern and we'll get into that a little 
bit later. But as far as the privacy issue, just diving right in, the current CIA Director, David 
Petraeus, was quoted as saying, "We're gonna use smart-appliances to spy on you," and it's very 
much just putting it out there. It's kind of like, it's getting to a point now, James — and I'm sure 
you're seeing this — it's, like, they're just getting more and more in your face. And it's kind of like 
this collective force of the controllers and they're kind of saying, "This is what we're gonna do and 
what are you gonna do about it?" So they're almost challenging us in a schoolhouse bully sort of 
way: "What are you going to do about it?" 


SOURCE: Corbett Report Radio 230 — Take Back Your Power with Josh Del Sol 


Once again, we are being asked to believe that the vested corporate interests that are rolling these technologies 
out in a coordinated fashion are doing so for the benefit of the public. That this technology is to help save the 
earth. And once again, we are being duped. 


The technocratic agenda is not about saving the earth. It is not about helping the public. It is not even about 
making money. It is about complete control over every aspect of our daily life. 


Patrick Wood: There's two levels.... The way I look at technocracy, there's two levels operating at 
the same time. There's the operational side of it that has to do with things like smart grid. That have 
to do with things like various technocratic innovations, surveillance and other big hot-button [issues] 
for technocracy. These are operational issues. From a strategic point of view, which is where the 
Rockefeller-type people operate, it's a different view of where it's headed. On an operational level it's 
headed towards a scientific dictatorship and you don't have to be a visionary to figure that one out 
really anymore. You don't. It's there. 


But on a strategic basis, what's happening is that there's a massive resource grab going on all over the 
planet. And when I say resource grab, you have to put yourself in Rockefellers' shoes — the bankers' 
shoes and the Rothschilds' shoes or whatever — and say, "What do you do when money runs out? 
What do you do? When you suck all of the value that you can out of the monetary systems you've 
created, what's left?" 
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Well, you and I don't think about those sort of things because we don't have that have much money, 
but these people at the top, especially the bankers, I'm sure they stay up at night thinking, "What's 
after money? What comes after money?" The Rockefeller family especially has always been a 
resource intensive family. That's what oil was all about in the first place. It was a resource and they 
understood that energy would be the most important factor in the world over any other type of 
resource. They understood that, that's why they wanted to create a monopoly over energy. 


Well, today as money has been sucked dry, the only thing left to do is to make a grab for the 
resources themselves and that's what sustainable development is all about. It's taking the resources of 
the world away from you and me, away from private companies that aren't part of the clique, if you 
will, and putting them into a global common trust that will be managed by them for their benefit. 
This is really nothing more than neo-feudalism again where the resources are owned by a few and 
everybody else gets to operate with those resources at their pleasure and discretion. 


The technocrats and functionaries of this agenda, like Hubbert and his colleagues in Technocracy, Inc., 
pioneered this idea because they believed that they, the technocrats and engineers, would be able to solve the 
world's problems. But the oiligarchs and bankers who funded their ideas into existence did so because it would 
help them to become the rulers of a system so perfectly crafted that no resource, no commodity, no person would 
be beyond their control. 


And now, in the 21st century, that technocratic vision is coming into view. And it is being helped along by a 
public that believes the post-carbon future represents the end of the oiligarchy. They couldn't be more wrong. 


CONCLUSION 


Oil. It was never about oil. It was about control. Control over energy and production and consumption. Control 
over the world's resources. Control over the population. Control over humanity itself. 


Joe Plummer: Every other thing that the elite put forward is nothing more than a pretext for what 
they've been after since the beginning. So, as I cover in Tragedy and Hope 101, I discuss this concept 
of the elite seeking to rule all habitable portions of the world and they don't want to secure that so 
that they can then have it taken away from them. So they come up with pretexts that they can sell 
both to the public but also the administrative class that justifies what it is that they are trying to do — 
they need to do. So whether it's global warming hysteria or whether it's technocracy whether it's 
Agenda 2030 or whether it's eugenics, there's a common thread that runs through all of this and that 
common thread is the desire to consolidate and exercise coercive power. In the case of eugenics, it's 
the desire to consolidate and exercise the ultimate power, which is the power over who is ultimately 
going to live or die, who will be permitted to exist in the gene pool from here forward. 


The picture is bleak, and made all that much bleaker by the fact that so many have been duped into believing that 
the oiligarchs' ultimate agenda, an agenda of technocratic control, micromanagement of our daily lives, and, 
ultimately, the elimination of the "cannon fodder" from the gene pool, is in fact in their own best interest. 


The oiligarchs, shielded behind their smokescreen of "sustainable development" and "post-carbon" economy, are 
closer than ever before to achieving their true goal of total control. 


But if the people perish from lack of knowledge of this agenda, then understanding is the first step toward the 
solution. 


Patrick Wood: It's hard to fight an enemy that you don't recognize or can't see. That's the biggest 
problem in the world today, in my opinion, is that people have no visibility whatsoever of this issue. 
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They've covered their tracks so well that nobody can see them. How can you fight an enemy that you 
don't know? I think famous Chinese general Sun Xiu brought that up hundreds of years ago. You 
can't fight an enemy that you don't know. First we have to recognize who the enemy is. 


Richard A. Grove: Well, Big Oil conquered the world because the monopolization of all resources 
on the planet is the goal, and to get to that goal you have to monopolize the energy aspects of people 
around the planet. But you also have to control the food — the actual energy for the human beings 
whose energy you want to control. If you control those two aspects, the Green Revolution and the 
Gene Revolution, then you’re able to control the entire planet, every resource on it, and basically 
extinguish freedom for the rest of history. 


So, How Big Oil Conquered The World was already done in a movie. Why Big Oil conquered the 
world has to do with the complexities of controlling populations — not for money, because these are 
the people that print money out of nothing and charge us for it. So really, it’s a study of power. So, 
why did they want to do this to the rest of us? Because they could and because we were tolerant so 
far and haven’t resisted enough to make it stop. So that’s where we find ourselves today. Becoming 
informed on the history so that we can actually plot our course in the future to map or chart out a 
course and actually get to some place that resembles cognitive liberty and physical freedom and 
justice for all. 


Big oil. Big pharma. The Green Revolution. Genetic engineering. Eugenics. The environmental movement. 
Technocracy. Not one person in a thousand can detail the historical development of these ideas, or the people 
and the agenda that connects them. But if you have watched this documentary, you are now that one person in a 
thousand. The question is, "What are you going to do with this information?" 


As the oiligarchs' quest for total control comes into view, it's difficult to remember that it all started a century 
and a half ago with "Devil Bill" Rockefeller, a two-bit snake oil salesman always on the run from the last group 
of marks he managed to con. In a way, nothing has changed but the scope of the con and the number of marks 
who have fallen for the routine. But now that you know the snake oil that is being fed to the public, the only 
question that matters is: Are you going to drink it? 
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FU LL DOCUMENTARY 
The WWI Conspiracy 


By James Corbett 11/19/2018 - https:/Avww.corbettreport.com/wwi 


What was World War One about? How did it start? Who won? And what did they win? Now, 100 years after 
those final shots rang out, these questions still puzzle historians and laymen alike. But as we shall see, this 
confusion is not a happenstance of history but the wool that has been pulled over our eyes to stop us from seeing 
what WWI really was. This is the story of WWI that you didn’t read in the history books. This is The WWI 
Conspiracy. 


INTRODUCTION 
November 11, 1918. 


All across the Western front, the clocks that were lucky enough to escape the four years of shelling chimed the 
eleventh hour. And with that the First World War came to an end. 


From 10 o’clock to 11 — the hour for the cessation of hostilities — the opposed batteries simply 
raised hell. Not even the artillery prelude to our advance into the Argonne had anything on it. To 
attempt an advance was out of the question. It was not a barrage. It was a deluge. 


bx] 


Nothing quite so electrical in effect as the sudden stop that came at 11 A. M. has ever occurred to 
me. It was 10:60 precisely and — the roar stopped like a motor car hitting a wall. The resulting quiet 
was uncanny in comparison. From somewhere far below ground, Germans began to appear. They 
clambered to the parapets and began to shout wildly. They threw their rifles, hats, bandoleers, 
bayonets and trench knives toward us. They began to sing. 
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And just like that, it was over. Four years of the bloodiest carnage the world had ever seen came to a stop as 
sudden and bewildering as its start. And the world vowed “Never again.” 


Each year, we lay the wreath. We hear “The Last Post.” We mouth the words “never again” like an incantation. 
But what does it mean? To answer this question, we have to understand what WWI was. 


WWI was an explosion, a breaking point in history. In the smoldering shell hole of that great cataclysm lay the 
industrial-era optimism of never-ending progress. Old verities about the glory of war lay strewn around the 
battlefields of that “Great War” like a fallen soldier left to die in No Man’s Land, and along with it lay all the 
broken dreams of a world order that had been blown apart. Whether we know it or not, we here in the 21st 
century are still living in the crater of that explosion, the victims of a First World War that we are only now 
beginning to understand. 


What was World War One about? How did it start? Who won? And what did they win? Now, 100 years after 
those final shots rang out, these questions still puzzle historians and laymen alike. But as we shall see, this 
confusion is not a happenstance of history but the wool that has been pulled over our eyes to stop us from seeing 
what WWI really was. 


This is the story of WWI that you didn’t read in the history books. This is The WWI Conspiracy. 
PART ONE — TO START A WAR 
June 28, 1914. 


The Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir to the Austro-Hungarian throne, and his wife Sophie are in Sarajevo for a 
military inspection. In retrospect, it’s a risky provocation, like tossing a match into a powder keg. Serbian 
nationalism is rising, the Balkans are in a tumult of diplomatic crises and regional wars, and tensions between 
the kingdom of Serbia and the Austro-Hungarian Empire are set to spill over. 


But despite warnings and ill omens, the royal couple’s security is extremely lax. They board an open-top sports 
car and proceed in a six-car motorcade along a pre-announced route. After an inspection of the military barracks, 
they head toward the Town Hall for a scheduled reception by the Mayor. The visit is going ahead exactly as 
planned and precisely on schedule. 


And then the bomb goes off. 


As we now know, the motorcade was a death trap. Six assassins lined the royal couple’s route that morning, 
armed with bombs and pistols. The first two failed to act, but the third, Nedeljko Cabrinovié, panicked and threw 
his bomb onto the folded back cover of the Archduke’s convertible. It bounced off onto the street, exploding 
under the next car in the convoy. Franz Ferdinand and his wife, unscathed, were rushed on to the Town Hall, 
passing the other assassins along the route too quickly for them to act. 


Having narrowly escaped death, the Archduke called off the rest of his scheduled itinerary to visit the wounded 
from the bombing at the hospital. By a remarkable twist of fate, the driver took the couple down the wrong route, 
and, when ordered to reverse, stopped the car directly in front of the delicatessen where would-be assassin 
Gavrilo Princip had gone after having failing in his mission along the motorcade. There, one and a half metres in 
front of Princip, were the Archduke and his wife. He took two shots, killing both of them. 
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Yes, even the official history books—the books written and published by the “winners’”—tecord that the First 
World War started as the result of a conspiracy. After all, it was—as all freshman history students are taught— 
the conspiracy to assassinate the Archduke Franz Ferdinand that led to the outbreak of war. 


That story, the official story of the origins of World War I, is familiar enough by now: In 1914, Europe was an 
interlocking clockwork of alliances and military mobilization plans that, once set in motion, ticked inevitably 
toward all out warfare. The assassination of the Archduke was merely the excuse to set that clockwork in 
motion, and the resulting “July crisis” of diplomatic and military escalations led with perfect predictability to 
continental and, eventually, global war. In this carefully sanitized version of history, World War I starts in 
Sarajevo on June 28, 1914. 


But this official history leaves out so much of the real story about the build up to war that it amounts to a lie. But 
it does get one thing right: The First World War was the result of a conspiracy. 


To understand this conspiracy we must turn not to Sarajevo and the conclave of Serbian nationalists plotting 
their assassination in the summer of 1914, but to a chilly drawing room in London in the winter of 1891. There, 
three of the most important men of the age—men whose names are but dimly remembered today—are taking the 
first concrete steps toward forming a secret society that they have been discussing amongst themselves for years. 
The group that springs from this meeting will go on to leverage the wealth and power of its members to shape 
the course of history and, 23 years later, will drive the world into the first truly global war. 


Their plan reads like outlandish historical fiction. They will form a secret organization dedicated to the 
“extension of British rule throughout the world” and “the ultimate recovery of the United States of America as 
an integral part of a British Empire.” The group is to be structured along the lines of a religious brotherhood (the 
Jesuit order is repeatedly invoked as a model) divided into two circles: an inner circle, called “The Society of the 
Elect,” who are to direct the activity of the larger, outer circle, dubbed “The Association of Helpers” who are not 
to know of the inner circle’s existence. 


“British rule” and “inner circles” and “secret societies.” If presented with this plan today, many would say it was 
the work of an imaginative comic book writer. But the three men who gathered in London that winter afternoon 
in 1891 were no mere comic book writers; they were among the wealthiest and most influential men in British 
society, and they had access to the resources and the contacts to make that dream into a reality. 


Present at the meeting that day: William T. Stead, famed newspaper editor whose Pall Mall Gazette broke 
ground as a pioneer of tabloid journalism and whose Review of Reviews was enormously influential throughout 
the English-speaking world; Reginald Brett, later known as Lord Esher, an historian and politician who became 
friend, confidant and advisor to Queen Victoria, King Edward VII, and King George V, and who was known as 
one of the primary powers-behind-the-throne of his era; and Cecil Rhodes, the enormously wealthy diamond 
magnate whose exploits in South Africa and ambition to transform the African continent would earn him the 
nickname of “Colossus” by the satirists of the day. 


But Rhodes’ ambition was no laughing matter. If anyone in the world had the power and ability to form such a 
group at the time, it was Cecil Rhodes. 


Richard Grove, historical researcher and author, TragedyAndHope.com. 


RICHARD GROVE: Cecil Rhodes also was from Britain. He was educated at Oxford, but he only 
went to Oxford after he went to South Africa. He had an older brother he follows into South Africa. 
The older brother was working in the diamond mines, and by the time Rhodes gets there he’s got a 
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set up, and his brother says “I’m gonna go off and dig in the gold mines. They just found gold!” And 
so he leaves Cecil Rhodes, his younger brother—who’s, like, in his 20s—with this whole diamond 
mining operation. Rhodes then goes to Oxford, comes back down to South Africa with the help of 
Lord Rothschild, who had funding efforts behind De Beers and taking advantage of that situation. 
And from there they start to use what—there’s no other term than “slave labor,” which then turns in 
later to the apartheid policy of South Africa. 


GERRY DOCHERTY: Well, Rhodes was particularly important because in many ways, at the end 
of the 19th century, he seriously epitomized where capitalism was [and] where wealth really lay. 


Gerry Docherty, WWI scholar and co-author of Hidden History: The Secret Origins of the First World War. 


DOCHERTY: Rhodes had the money and he had the contacts. He was a great Rothschild man and 
his mining wealth was literally uncountable. He wanted to associate himself with Oxford because 
Oxford gave him the kudos of the university of knowledge, of that kind of power. 


And in fact that was centered in a very secretive place called “All Souls College.” Still you’ ll find 
many references to All Souls College and “people behind the curtain” and such phrases [as] “power 
behind thrones.” Rhodes was centrally important in actually putting money up in order to begin to 
gather together like-minded people of great influence. 


Rhodes was not shy about his ambitions, and his intentions to form such a group were known to many. 
Throughout his short life, Rhodes discussed his intentions openly with many of his associates, who, 
unsurprisingly, happened to be among the most influential figures in British society at that time. 


More remarkably, this secret society—which was to wield its power behind the throne—was not a secret at all. 
The New York Times even published an article discussing the founding of the group in the April 9, 1902, edition 
of the paper, shortly after Rhodes’ death. 


The article, headlined “Mr. Rhodes’s Ideal of Anglo-Saxon Greatness” and carrying the remarkable sub-head 
“He Believed a Wealthy Secret Society Should Work to Secure the World’s Peace and a British-American 
Federation,” summarized this sensational plan by noting that Rhodes’ “idea for the development of the English- 
speaking race was the foundation of ‘a society copied, as to organization, from the Jesuits.’” Noting that his 
vision involved uniting “the United States Assembly and our House of Commons to achieve ‘the peace of the 
world,” the article quotes Rhodes as saying: “The only thing feasible to carry out this idea is a secret society 


gradually absorbing the wealth of the world.” 


This idea is laid down in black and white in a series of wills that Rhodes wrote throughout his life, wills that not 
only laid out his plan to create such a society and provided the funds to do so, but, even more remarkably, were 
collected in a volume published after his death by co-conspirator William T. Stead. 


GROVE: Rhodes also left his great deal of money—not having any children, not having married, 
dying at a young age—left it in a very well-known last will and testament, of which there were 
several different editions naming different benefactors, naming different executors. 


So in 1902 Cecil Rhodes dies. There’s a book published that contains his last will and testament. The 
guy who wrote the book, William T. Stead, was in charge of a British publication called The Review 
of Reviews. He was part of Rhodes’ Round Table group. He at one time was an executor for the will, 
and in that will it says that he laments the loss of America from the British Empire and that they 
should formulate a secret society with the specific aim of bringing America back into the Empire. 
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Then he names all the countries that they need to include in this list to have world domination, to 
have an English-speaking union, to have British race as the enforced culture on all countries around 
the world. 


The will contains the goal. The goal is amended over a series of years and supported and used to gain 
support. And then, by the time he dies in 1902, there’s funding, there’s a plan, there’s an agenda, 
there’s working groups, and it all launches and then takes hold. And then not too long later, you’ve 
got World War One and then from that you’ve got World War Two and then you’ve got a century of 
control and slavery that really could have been prevented. 


When, at the time of Rhodes’ death in 1902, this “secret” society decided to partially reveal itself, it did so under 
the cloak of peace. It was only because they desired world peace, they insisted, that they had created their group 
in the first place, and only for the noblest of reasons that they aimed to “gradually absorb the wealth of the 
world.” 


But contrary to this pacific public image, from its very beginnings the group was interested primarily in war. In 
fact, one of the very first steps taken by this “Rhodes Round Table” (as it was known by some) was to maneuver 
the British Empire into war in South Africa. This “Boer War” of 1899-1902 would serve a dual purpose: it 
would unite the disparate republics and colonies of South Africa into a single unit under British imperial control, 
and, not incidentally, it would bring the rich gold deposits of the Transvaal Republic into the orbit of the 
Rothschild/Rhodes-controlled British South Africa Company. 


The war was, by the group’s own admission, entirely its doing. The point man for the operation was Sir Alfred 
Milner, a close associate of Rhodes and a member of the secret society’s inner circle who was then the governor 
of the British Cape Colony. Although largely forgotten today, Alfred Milner (later 1st Viscount Milner) was 
perhaps the most important single figure in Britain at the dawn of the 20th century. From Rhodes’ death in 1902, 
he became the unofficial head of the roundtable group and directed its operations, leveraging the vast wealth and 
influence of the group’s exclusive membership to his own ends. 


With Milner, there was no compunction or moral hand-wringing about the methods used to bring about those 
ends. In a letter to Lord Roberts, Milner casually confessed to having engineered the Boer War: “I precipitated 
the crisis, which was inevitable, before it was too late. It is not very agreeable, and in many eyes, not a very 
creditable piece of business to have been largely instrumental in bringing about a war.” 


When Rhodes’ co-conspirator and fellow secret society inner circle member William Stead objected to war in 
South Africa, Rhodes told him: “You will support Milner in any measure that he may take short of war. I make 
no such limitation. I support Milner absolutely without reserve. If he says peace, I say peace; if he says war, I 
say war. Whatever happens, I say ditto to Milner.” 


The Boer War, involving unimaginable brutality—including the death of 26,000 women and children in the 
world’s first (British) concentration camps—ended as Rhodes and his associates intended: with the formerly 
separate pieces of South Africa being united under British control. Perhaps even more importantly from the 
perspective of the secret society, it left Alfred Milner as High Commission of the new South African Civil 
Service, a position from which he would cultivate a team of bright, young, largely Oxford-educated men who 
would go on to serve the group and its ends. 


And from the end of the Boer War onward, those ends increasingly centered around the task of eliminating what 
Milner and the Round Table perceived as the single greatest threat to the British Empire: Germany. 
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DOCHERTY: So in the start it was influence—people who could influence politics, people who had 
the money to influence statesmen—and the dream. The dream of actually crushing Germany. This 
was a basic mindset of this group as it gathered together. 


Germany. In 1871, the formerly separate states of modern-day Germany united into a single empire under the 
rule of Wilhelm I. The consolidation and industrialization of a united Germany had fundamentally changed the 
balance of power in Europe. By the dawn of the 20th century, the British Empire found itself dealing not with its 
traditional French enemies or its long-standing Russian rivals for supremacy over Europe, but the upstart 
German Empire. Economically, technologically, even militarily; if the trends continued, it would not be long 
before Germany began to rival and even surpass the British Empire. 


For Alfred Milner and the group he had formed around him out of the old Rhodes Round Table society, it was 
obvious what had to be done: to change France and Russia from enemies into friends as a way of isolating, and, 
eventually, crushing Germany. 


Peter Hof, author of The Two Edwards: How King Edward VII and Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey 
Fomented the First World War. 


PETER HOF: Yes, well from the British perspective, Germany, after their unification in 1871, they 
became very strong very quickly. And over time this worried the British more and more, and they 
began to think that Germany represented a challenge to their world hegemony. And slowly but surely 
they came to the decision that Germany must be confronted just as they had come to the same 
decision with regard to other countries—Spain and Portugal and especially France and now 
Germany. 


German finished goods were marginally better than those of Britain, they were building ships that 
were marginally better than those of Britain, and all of this. The British elite very slowly came to the 
decision that Germany needed to be confronted while it was still possible to do so. It might not be 
possible to do so if they waited too long. And so this is how the decision crystallized. 


I think that Britain might possibly have accepted the German ascendance, but they had something 
that was close at hand, and that was the Franco-Russian Alliance. And they thought if they could 
hook in with that alliance, then they had the possibility of defeating Germany quickly and without 
too much trouble. And that is basically what they did. 


But crafting an alliance with two of Britain’s biggest rivals and turning public opinion against one of its dearest 
continental friends was no mean feat. To do so would require nothing less than for Milner and his group to seize 
control of the press, the military and all the diplomatic machinery of the British Empire. And so that’s exactly 
what they did. 


The first major coup occurred in 1899, while Milner was still in South Africa launching the Boer War. That year, 
the Milner Group ousted Donald Mackenzie Wallace, the director of the foreign department at The Times, and 
installed their man, Ignatius Valentine Chirol. Chirol, a former employee of the Foreign Office with inside 
access to officials there, not only helped to ensure that one of the most influential press organs of the Empire 
would spin all international events for the benefit of the secret society, but he helped to prepare his close 
personal friend, Charles Hardinge, to take on the crucial post of Ambassador to Russia in 1904, and, in 1906, the 
even more important post of Permanent Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office. 
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With Hardinge, Milner’s Group had a foot in the door at the British Foreign Office. But they needed more than 
just their foot in that door if they were to bring about their war with Germany. In order to finish the coup, they 

needed to install one of their own as Foreign Secretary. And, with the appointment of Edward Grey as Foreign 
Secretary in December of 1905, that’s precisely what happened. 


Sir Edward Grey was a valuable and trusted ally of the Milner Group. He shared their anti-German sentiment 
and, in his important position of Foreign Secretary, showed no compunction at all about using secret agreements 
and unacknowledged alliances to further set the stage for war with Germany. 


HOF: He became foreign secretary in 1905, I believe, and the foreign secretary in France was of 
course Delcassé. And Delcassé was very much anti-German and he was very passionate about the 
recovery of Alsace-Lorraine, and so he and the king hit it off very well together. And Edward Grey 
shared this anti-German feeling with the king—as I explained in my book how he came to have that 
attitude about Germany. But in any case, he had the same attitude with the king. They worked very 
well together. And Edward Grey very freely acknowledged the heavy role that the king played in 
British foreign policy and he said that this was not a problem because he and the king were in 
agreement on most issues and so they worked with very well together. 


The pieces were already beginning to fall into place for Milner and his associates. With Edward Grey as foreign 
secretary, Hardinge as his unusually influential undersecretary, Rhodes’ co-conspirator Lord Esher installed as 
deputy governor of Windsor Castle where he had the ear of the king, and the king himself—whose unusual, 
hands-on approach to foreign diplomacy and whose wife’s own hatred of the Germans dovetailed perfectly with 
the group’s aims—the diplomatic stage was set for the formation of the Triple Entente between France, Russia 
and Great Britain. With France to the west and Russia to the east, England’s secret diplomacy had forged the two 
pincers of a German-crushing vise. 


All that was needed was an event that the group could spin to its advantage to prepare the population for war 
against their former German allies. Time and again throughout the decade leading up to the “Great War,” the 
group’s influential agents in the British press tried to turn every international incident into another example of 
German hostility. 


When the Russo-Japanese War broke out, rumours swirled in London that it was in fact the Germans that had 
stirred up the hostilities. The theory went that Germany—in a bid to ignite conflict between Russia and England, 
who had recently concluded an alliance with the Japanese—had fanned the flames of war between Russia and 
Japan. The truth, of course, was almost precisely the opposite. Lord Lansdowne had conducted secret 
negotiations with Japan before signing a formal treaty in January 1902. Having exhausted their reserves building 
up their military, Japan turned to Cecil Rhodes’ co-conspirator Lord Nathan Rothschild to finance the war itself. 
Denying the Russian navy access to the Suez Canal and high-quality coal, which they did provide to the 
Japanese, the British did everything they could to ensure that the Japanese would crush the Russian fleet, 
effectively removing their main European competitor for the Far East. The Japanese navy was even constructed 
in Britain, but these facts did not find their way into the Milner-controlled press. 


When the Russians “accidentally” fired on British fishing trawlers in the North Sea in 1904, killing three 
fishermen and wounding several more, the British public was outraged. Rather than whip up the outrage, 
however, The Times and other mouthpieces of the secret society instead tried to paper over the incident. 
Meanwhile, the British Foreign Office outrageously tried to blame the incident on the Germans, kicking off a 
bitter press war between Britain and Germany. 
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The most dangerous provocations of the period centered around Morocco, when France—emboldened by secret 
military assurances from the British and backed up by the British press—engaged in a series of provocations, 
repeatedly breaking assurances to Germany that Morocco would remain free and open to German trade. At each 
step, Milner’s acolytes, both in government and in the British press, cheered on the French and demonized any 
and every response from the Germans, real or imagined. 


DOCHERTY: Given that we’re living in a world of territorial aggrandizement, there was a 
concocted incident over Morocco and the allegation that Germany was secretly trying to take over 
the British/French influence on Morocco. And that literally was nonsense, but it was blown up into 
an incident and people were told “Prepare! You had better prepare yourself for the possibility of war 
because we will not be dictated to by that Kaiser person over in Berlin!” 


One of the incidents —which I would need to make reference to to get the date perfectly rnght— 
referred to a threat. Well, it was portrayed as a threat. It was no more of a threat than a fly would be 
if it came into your room at the present moment—of a gunboat sitting off the coast of Africa. And it 
was purported that this was a sign that in fact Germany was going to have a deep water port and they 
were going to use it as a springboard to interrupt British shipping. When we researched it, Jim and I 
discovered that the size of that so-called gunboat was physically smaller than the king of England’s 
royal yacht. What? But history has portrayed this as a massive threat to the British Empire and its 
“masculinity,” if you like—because that’s how they saw themselves. 


Ultimately, the Moroccan crises passed without warfare because, despite the best efforts of Milner and his 
associates, cooler heads prevailed. Likewise the Balkans descended into warfare in the years prior to 1914, but 
Europe as a whole didn’t descend with them. But, as we well know, the members of the Round Table in the 
British government, in the press, in the military, in finance, in industry, and in other positions of power and 
influence eventually got their wish: Franz Ferdinand was assassinated and within a month the trap of diplomatic 
alliances and secret military compacts that had been so carefully set was sprung. Europe was at war. 


In retrospect, the machinations that led to war are a master class in how power really operates in society. The 
military compacts that committed Britain—and, ultimately, the world—to war had nothing to do with elected 
parliaments or representative democracy. When Conservative Prime Minister Arthur Balfour resigned in 1905, 
deft political manipulations ensured that members of the Round Table, including Herbert Henry Asquith, 
Edward Grey and Richard Haldane—three men who Liberal leader Henry Campbell-Bannerman privately 
accused of “Milner worship”—seamlessly slid into key posts in the new Liberal government and carried on the 
strategy of German encirclement without missing a step. 


In fact, the details of Britain’s military commitments to Russia and France, and even the negotiations 
themselves, were deliberately kept hidden from Members of Parliament and even members of the cabinet who 
were not part of the secret society. It wasn’t until November 1911, a full six years into the negotiations, that the 
cabinet of Prime Minister Herbert Henry Asquith started to learn the details of these agreements, agreements that 
had been repeatedly and officially denied in the press and in Parliament. 


This is how the cabal functioned: efficiently, quietly and, convinced of the righteousness of their cause, 
completely uncaring about how they achieved their ends. It is to this clique, not to the doings of any conspiracy 
in Sarajevo, that we can attribute the real origins of the First World War, with the nine million dead soldiers and 
seven million dead civilians that lay piled in its wake. 
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But for this cabal, 1914 was just the start of the story. In keeping with their ultimate vision of a united Anglo- 
American world order, the jewel in the crown of the Milner Group was to embroil the United States in the war; 
to unite Britain and America in their conquest of the German foe. 


Across the Atlantic, the next chapter in this hidden history was just getting underway. 


PART TWO: THE AMERICAN FRONT 
May 7, 1915. 


"Colonel" Edward Mandell House is on his way to meet with King George V, who ascended to the throne after 
Edward VII's death in 1910. Accompanying him is Edward Grey, British foreign secretary and acolyte of the 
Milner Group. The two speak "of the probability of an ocean liner being sunk" and House informs Grey that "if 
this were done, a flame of indignation would sweep across America, which would in itself probably carry us into 
the war.” 


An hour later, at Buckingham Palace, King George V inquires about an even more specific event. 


"We fell to talking, strangely enough, of the probability of Germany sinking a trans-Atlantic liner, . . . He said, 
‘Suppose they should sink the Lusitania with American passengers on board. . . ."" 


And, by a remarkable coincidence, at 2:00 that afternoon, just hours after these conversations took place, that is 
precisely what happened. 


The Lusitania, one of the largest passenger liners in the world, is en route from New York to Liverpool when it 
is struck by a torpedo from a German U-boat. She sinks to the bottom in minutes, killing 1,198 passengers and 
crew, including 128 Americans. The disaster—portrayed as a brazen, unexpected attack on an innocent 
passenger liner—helps to shift public opinion about the war in the US. To the average American, the war 
suddenly doesn't feel like a strictly European concern. 


Every aspect of the story was, as we now know, a deception. The Lusitania was not an innocent passenger liner 
but an armed merchant cruiser officially listed by the British Admiralty as an auxiliary war ship. It was outfitted 
with extra armour, designed to carry twelve six-inch guns, and equipped with shell racks for holding 
ammunition. On its transatlantic voyage the ship was carrying "war materiel"—-specifically, more than four 
million .303 rifle bullets and tons of munitions, including shells, powder, fuses and gun cotton—“in 
unrefrigerated cargo holds that were dubiously marked cheese, butter and oysters.” This secret manifest was 
officially denied by the British government for generation after generation, but in 2014—a full 99 years after the 
event—internal government documents were finally released in which the government admitted the deception. 


And, most remarkably of all, by Edward Mandell House's own account, both Edward Grey and King George V 
himself were discussing the sinking of the Lusitania just hours before the event took place. 


It's a story that provides a window into the secret society's years-long campaign to draw the United States into 
World War I. But in order to understand this story, we have to meet Edward Mandell House and the other Milner 
Group co-conspirators in America. 


Strange as it might seem, there was no shortage of such co-conspirators in the US. Some, like the members of 
the influential Pilgrim Society, founded in 1902 for the "encouragement of Anglo-American good fellowship"— 
shared Rhodes' vision of a united Anglo-American world empire; others were simply lured by the promise of 
money. But whatever their motivation, those sympathetic to the cause of the Round Table included some of the 
wealthiest and most powerful people in the United States at the time. 
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Many of these figures were to be found at the heart of Wall Street, in the banking and financial institutions 
revolving around J.P. Morgan and Company. John Pierpont Morgan, or “Pierpont” as he preferred to be called, 
was the nucleus of turn-of-the-century America's banking sector. Getting his start in London in 1857 at his 
father's merchant banking firm, the young Pierpont returned to New York in 1858 and embarked on one of the 
most remarkable careers in the history of the world. 


Making his money financing the American robber barons of the late 19th century—from Vanderbilt's railroads to 
Adolph Simon Ochs' purchase of The New York Times to the buyout of Carnegie Steel—Morgan amassed a 
financial empire that, by the 1890s, wielded more power than the United States Treasury itself. He teamed up 
with his close allies, the House of Rothschild, to bail out the US government during a gold shortage in 1895 and 
eased the Panic of 1907 (which he helped to precipitate) by locking 120 of the country's most prestigious bankers 
in his library and forcing them to reach a deal on a $25 million loan to keep the banking system afloat. 


As we saw in "Century of Enslavement: The History of the Federal Reserve," Morgan and his associates were 
only too happy to use the banking crises they helped to create to galvanize public opinion toward the creation of 


a central bank. . . so long as that central bank was owned and directed by Wall Street, of course. 


But their initial plan, the Aldrich Plan, was immediately recognized as a Wall Street ploy. Morgan and his fellow 
bankers were going to have to find a suitable cover to get their act through Congress, including, preferably, a 
President with sufficient progressive cover to give the new "Federal Reserve Act" an air of legitimacy. And they 
found their ideal candidate in the politically unknown President of Princeton University, Woodrow Wilson, a 
man who they were about to rocket straight into the White House with the help of their point man and Round 
Table co-conspirator, Edward Mandell House. 


Richard Grove, TragedyandHope.com. 


GROVE: Woodrow Wilson was an obscure professor at Princeton University who, from reading all 
that I've read about him, wasn't the smartest guy, but he was smart enough to pick up when other 
people had good ideas and then he bumps into this guy named Colonel House. 


Colonel House, he grew up in Beaumont, Texas, and Colonel House's dad was like a Rhett Butler 
type of smuggler privateer pirate during the Confederate war with the Union. So Colonel House: first 
of all, he's not a colonel. It's just like a title he gave himself to make him seem more than he was. But 
he did come from a politically connected family in the South that were doing business with the 
British during the Civil War. So Colonel House in the early 1900s makes Woodrow Wilson his 
protegé, and Colonel House himself is being puppeted by a few people in the layers of the Anglo- 
American establishment above him, and so we are left with the public persona of Woodrow Wilson. 
And here he is. 


And he's got this, you know, this whole new Federal Reserve System that's going to come in during 
his administration, which was also kind of a precursor to getting America into the war because it 
changed our financial dependency from being self-reliant and printing our own debt-free money to 
being indentured to international bankers who charge us as they print money out of thin air and 
charge future generations for it. 


The election of Woodrow Wilson once again shows how power operates behind the scenes to subvert the 
popular vote and the will of the public. Knowing that the stuffy and politically unknown Wilson would have 
little chance of being elected over the more popular and affable William Howard Taft, Morgan and his banking 
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allies bankrolled Teddy Roosevelt on a third party ticket to split the Republican vote. The strategy worked and 
the banker's real choice, Woodrow Wilson, came to power with just forty-two percent of the popular vote. 


With Wilson in office and Colonel House directing his actions, Morgan and his conspirators get their wish. 1913 
saw the passage of both the federal income tax and the Federal Reserve Act, thus consolidating Wall Street's 
control over the economy. World War One, brewing in Europe just eight months after the creation of the Federal 
Reserve, was to be the first full test of that power. 


But difficult as it had been for the Round Table to coax the British Empire out of its "splendid isolation" from 
the continent and into the web of alliances that precipitated the war, it would be that much harder for their 
American fellow travelers to coax the United States out of its own isolationist stance. Although the Spanish- 
American War had seen the advent of American imperialism, the thought of the US getting involved in "that 
European war" was still far from the minds of the average American. 


A 1914 editorial from The New York Sun captures the sentiment of most of America at the time of the outbreak 
of the war in Europe: 


"There is nothing reasonable in such a war as that for which Europe has been making ready, and it 
would be folly for this country to sacrifice itself to the frenzy of dynastic policies and the clash of 
ancient hatreds which is urging the Old World to its destruction." 


The Sun was by no means unique in its assessment. A vote taken among 367 newspapers throughout the United 
States in November of 1914 found just 105 pro-Ally and 20 pro-German papers, with the vast majority—242 of 
them—tremaining firmly neutral and recommending that Uncle Sam stay out of the conflict. 


Once again, just as they did in Britain, the cabal was going to have to leverage its control of the press and key 
governmental positions to begin to shape public perception and instill pro-war sentiment. And once again, the 
full resources of these motivated co-conspirators were brought to bear on the task. 


One of the first shells in this barrage of propaganda to penetrate the American consciousness was the "Rape of 
Belgium," a catalogue of scarcely believable atrocities allegedly committed by the German forces in their 
invasion and occupation of Belgium at the start of the war. In a manner that was to become the norm in 20th 
century propaganda, the stories had a kernel of truth; there is no doubt that there were atrocities committed and 
civilians murdered by German forces in Belgium. But the propaganda that was spun from those kernels of truth 
was so over-the-top in its attempts to portray the Germans as inhuman brutes that it serves as a perfect example 
of war propaganda. 


RICHARD GROVE: The American population at that time had a lot of German people in it. Thirty 
to fifty percent of the population had relations back to Germany, so there had to be this very clever 
propaganda campaign. It's known today as "babies on bayonets." So if you have no interest in World 
War I but you think it's interesting to study propaganda so you don't get fooled again, then type it 
into your favorite search engine: "babies on bayonets, World War I." You'll see hundreds of different 
posters where the Germans are bayonetting babies and it brings about emotions and it doesn't give 
you the details of anything. And emotions drive wars, not facts. Facts are left out and deleted all the 
time in order to create wars, so I think that putting facts back in might help prevent wars. But I do 
know that they like to drive people on emotion. The "babies on bayonets" getting America into 
World War I, that's a key part of it. 


GERRY DOCHERTY: Children who had their arms chopped off. Nuns that were raped. Shocking 
things, genuinely shocking things. The Canadian officer who was nailed at St. Andrew's cross on a 
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church door and left there to bleed to death. These were the great myths peddled in order to defame 
and bring down the whole image of any justification for German action and try and influence 
America into war. 


Gerry Docherty, co-author of Hidden History: The Secret Origins of the First World War. 


DOCHERTY: That's not to say that there weren't atrocities on both sides. War is an atrocious event, 
and there are always victims. Absolutely. And I offer no justification for it. But the lies, the 
unnecessary abuse of propaganda. 


Even when in Britain they decided that they would put together the definitive volume of evidence to 
present it to the world, the person they asked to do this just so happened to have been former British 
ambassador to the United States, a man called Bryce, who was very well-liked in the States. And his 
evidence was published and put forward and there were screeds of stories after stories. But then later 
it was discovered that in fact the people who took the evidence hadn't been allowed to speak to any 
of the Belgians directly but in fact what they were doing is they were listening to a middleman or 
agents who had supposedly taken these stories. 


And when one of the official committee said "Hold on, can I speak to someone directly?" "No." 
"No?" He resigned. He wouldn't allow his name to be put forward with the [official report]. And 
that's the extent to which this is false history. It's not even acceptable to call it fake news. It's just 
disgusting. 


The campaign had its intended effect. Horrified by the stories emerging from Belgium—stories picked up and 
amplified by the members of the Round Table in the British press, including the influential Times and the lurid 
Daily Mail, ran by Milner ally Lord Northcliffe—American public opinion began to shift away from viewing the 
war as a European squabble about an assassinated archduke and toward viewing the war as a struggle against the 
evil Germans and their "sins against civilization." 


The culmination of this propaganda campaign was the release of the "Report of the Committee on Alleged 
German Outrages," better known as "The Bryce Report," compiled for "His Britannic Majesty's Government" 
and presided over by Viscount James Bryce, who, not coincidentally, was the former British Ambassador to 
America and a personal friend of Woodrow Wilson. The report was a sham, based on 1,200 depositions collected 
by examiners who "had no authority to administer an oath." The committee, which was not allowed to speak to a 
single witness itself, was tasked merely with sifting through this material and deciding what should be included 
in the final report. Unsurprisingly, the very real atrocities that the Germans had committed in Belgium—the 
burning of Louvain, Andenne and Dinant, for example—were overshadowed by the sensationalist (and 
completely unverifiable) stories of babies on bayonets and other acts of villainy. 


The report itself, concluding that the Germans had systematically and premeditatedly broken the "rules and 
usages of war" was published on May 12, 1915, just five days after the sinking of The Lusitania. Directly 
between these two events, on May 9, 1915, Colonel House—the man whom Wilson called his "second 
personality" and his "independent self'—wrote a telegram, which the President dutifully read to his cabinet and 
was picked up by newspapers across the country. 


"America has come to the parting of the ways, when she must determine whether she stands for 
civilized or uncivilized warfare. We can no longer remain neutral spectators. Our action in this crisis 
will determine the part we will play when peace is made, and how far we may influence a settlement 
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for the lasting good of humanity. We are being weighed in the balance, and our position amongst 
nations is being assessed by mankind." 


But despite this all-out propaganda assault, the American public was still largely against entering the war. It was 
in this context that the same group of Wall Street financiers who had maneuvered Wilson into the White House 
presided over the 1916 presidential election, one that the country knew would decisively conclude America's 
neutrality in the war or its decision to send forces to engage in European combat for the first time in history. 


The bankers left nothing to chance. Wilson, who would predictably follow House's lead on all matters including 
war, was still their preferred candidate, but his competitor, Charles Evan Hughes, was no less of a Wall Street 
man. Hughes' roots were as a Wall Street lawyer; his firm represented the New York, Westchester, and Boston 
Railroad Company for J.P. Morgan and Company and the Baptist Bible class that he led boasted many wealthy 
and influential members, including John D. Rockefeller, Jr. 


The affable Hughes was stiff competition for the wooden and charmless Wilson, but such was the importance of 
American neutrality that "He Kept Us Out of War" actually became the central slogan of the campaign that saw 
Wilson return to the White House. 


DOCHERTY: And then, of course, came the famous election of 1916. Wilson wasn't popular, but 
Wilson, simply—he had no kind of public persona which warmed people. On the contrary, he was a 
cold fish. He had dubious links with several of those who were powerful in Wall Street. But his 
propaganda for the election was "He Kept Us Out of War." "He was a man, vote for Wilson, he kept 
us out of war." And then having promised that he would continue to keep America out of war, and in 
fact of course within months America was thrown into the war by its own government. 


"He Kept Us Out of War." But just as in the British election of 1906—which saw the British public 
overwhelmingly voting for Henry Campbell-Bannerman's Liberal Party and their platform of peace only to get 
the Milnerites in the cabinet entering secret agreements to bring about war—so, too, was the American public 
duped at the ballot box in 1916. 


In fact, in the fall of 1915, over one year before the election even took place, Wilson's string-puller, Edward 
Mandell House, was engaged in a secret negotiation with Edward Grey, the Milnerite heading Britain's foreign 
office. That negotiation—long hidden from the public but finally revealed when House's papers were published 
in 1928—shows the lengths to which Grey and House were willing to go to draw America into the war on the 
side of the Allies and against the Germans. 


On October 17, 1915, House drafted a letter to Grey which he called "one of the most important letters I ever 
wrote." Before sending it, he split it into two separate, coded messages, to ensure it would not be readable if it 
were intercepted. In it, he laid out a plan to steer the US into war with Germany under the false pretense of a 
"peace conference." 


Dear Sir Edward : 


... In my opinion, it would be a world-wide calamity if the war should continue to a point where the 
Allies could not, with the aid of the United States, bring about a peace along the lines you and I have 
so often discussed. 
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It is in my mind that, after conferring with your Government, I should proceed to Berlin and tell 
them that it was the President’s purpose to intervene and stop this destructive war, provided the 
weight of the United States thrown on the side that accepted our proposal could do it. 


I would not let Berlin know, of course, of any understanding had with the Allies, but would rather 
lead them to think our proposal would be rejected by the Allies. This might induce Berlin to accept 
the proposal, but, if they did not do so, it would nevertheless be the purpose to intervene. .. . 


Perhaps realizing the gravity of what was being proposed, Woodrow Wilson, the man who would later be elected 
for his ability to keep America out of war, merely added the word "probably" to House's assurance that America 
would join the war. 


The negotiations for this plan continued throughout the fall of 1915 and winter of 1916. In the end, the British 
government balked at the proposal because the thought that the Germans might actually accept peace—even a 
peace of disarmament brokered by the US—was not enough. They wanted to crush Germany completely and 
nothing less than total defeat would be sufficient. Another pretense would have to be manufactured to embroil 
the US in the war. 


When, on the morning of May 7, 1915, House assured Grey and King George that the sinking of the Lusitania 
would cause "a flame of indignation [to] sweep across America," he was correct. When he said it would 
"probably carry us into war," he was mistaken. But in the end it was the naval issue that eventually became the 
pretext for America's entry into war. 


The history books of the period, following the familiar pattern of downplaying Allied provocations and focusing 
only on the German reactions, highlight the German policy of unrestricted submarine warfare which led to the 
downing of the Lusitania. The practice, which called for German U-boats to attack merchant ships on sight, was 
in contravention of the international rules of the sea at the time, and was widely abhorred as barbaric. But the 
policy was not instituted out of any insane blood lust on the part of the Kaiser; it was in response to Britain's 
own policy of breaking international rules of the sea. 


At the outbreak of war in 1914, the British had used their position of naval superiority to begin a blockade of 
Germany. That campaign, described as "one of the largest and most complex undertakings attempted by either 
side during the First World War," involved the declaration of the whole of the North Sea as a war zone. As a so- 
called "distant blockade," involving the indiscriminate mining of an entire region of the high seas, the practice 
was in direct violation of the Declaration of Paris of 1856. The indiscriminate nature of the blockade—declaring 
the most basic of supplies, like cotton, and even food itself to be "contraband"—was a violation of the 
Declaration of London of 1909. 


More to the point, as an attempt to starve an entire country into submission, it was a crime against humanity. 
Eventually reduced to a starvation diet of 1,000 calories a day, tuberculosis, rickets, edema and other maladies 
began to prey on those Germans who did not succumb to hunger. By the end of the war the National Health 
Office in Berlin calculated that 763,000 people had died as a direct result of the blockade. Perversely, the 
blockade did not end with the war. In fact, with Germany's Baltic coast now effectively added to the blockade, 
the starvation actually continued and even intensified into 1919. 


Faced with protestations from the Austrian ambassador about the illegality of the British blockade, Colonel 
House, now America's de facto president, merely observed: "He forgets to add that England is not exercising her 
power in an objectionable way, for it is controlled by a democracy." 
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This double standard was not the exception but the rule when it came to those in America's East coast 
establishment, who were hungry to see the US join the Allies on the battlefields of Europe. As historian and 
author Ralph Raico explained in a 1983 lecture, it was these double standards that led directly to America's entry 
into the war. 


RALPH RAICO: The Wilson Administration now takes the position which will ultimately lead to 
war. The German government is to be held strictly accountable for the death of any Americans on the 
high seas regardless of circumstances. 


The Germans say, "Well let's see if we can live with this. As long as you're willing to put pressure on 
the British to have them modify their violations of international law—that is, they're placing food on 
the list of contraband materials, which had never been done before. The British, as you know, take 
your merchant ships off the high seas on the way to Rotterdam because they say anything that goes 
to Rotterdam is going to go to Germany, so they take American ships off the high seas. The British 
have put cotton—cotton!—on the list of contraband, confiscating these materials. They interfere with 
letters going to the continent because they think there's military intelligence possibly involved. The 
British are imposing in many ways on Americans. So if you hold them responsible, we'll behave 
ourselves as far as submarines go." 


This was not to be the case, and the attitude of the Americans towards British violations of neutral 
rights were quite different. One reason is that the American ambassador to London, Walter Hines 
Page, was an extreme Anglophile. One time, for instance, he gets a message from the State 
Department saying, "Tell the British they have to stop interfering with American mail shipments to 
neutral ports. And the American ambassador goes to the British Foreign Minister Edward Grey and 
says, "Look at the message I've just got from Washington. Let's get together and try to answer this." 
This was his attitude. The British were never held to the same standard as the Germans. 


At home, Theodore Roosevelt, who in previous years had been a great friend of the Kaiser's and a 
great admirer of Germany, now says we have to get into this war right away. Besides that, there's a 
campaign for preparedness for building up the American Navy, drilling American citizens in combat 
techniques. There's a kind of hysteria, really, that travels over the country considering that there's—at 
this time, certainly—no chance, no chance of some kind of immediate threat to the United States. 


And people like Roosevelt and Wilson begin talking in a very unfortunate way. Wilson says, for 
instance, "In America we have too many hyphenated Americans"—of course he meant German- 
Americans, Irish-Americans—"and these people are not totally loyal to our country." Already 
scapegoats are being looked for and public opinion is being roused. 


And this diplomatic negotiation, the exchange of memos, goes on for the next few years. In January 
of 1917, the Americans, not having been able to budge the British in the least on any British 
violation of American rights; the British blockade intensifying; the Germans really feeling hunger in 
a very literal sense, especially the people on the on the home front; the Kaiser is persuaded by his 
Admirals and Generals to begin unrestricted submarine warfare around the British Isles. 


The American position by this time had solidified, had become a totally rigid one, and when all is 
said and done, when you go through all of the back-and-forth memoranda and notes and principles 
established, the United States went to war against Germany in 1917 for the right of Americans to 
travel in armed belligerent merchant ships carrying munitions through war zones. Wilson's position 
was that even in that case the Germans simply had no right to attack the ship as long as there are 
Americans on the ship. Shall I repeat that? Armed belligerent—that is to say, English—armed 
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English merchant ships carrying munitions could not be fired upon by the Germans as long as there 
were American citizens on board. And it was for the right of Americans to go into the war zone on 
such vessels that we finally went to war. 


SOURCE: The World at War (Ralph Raico) 


After months of deliberations and with the situation on the home front becoming increasingly desperate, the 
German military commanders decided to resume their unrestricted submarine warfare in 1917. As expected, US 
merchant ships were sunk, including four ships in late March alone. On April 2, 1917, Woodrow Wilson made 
his historic speech calling for Congress to declare war on Germany and commit US troops to European 
battlefields for the first time. 


The speech, made over one hundred years ago by and for a world that has long since passed away, still resonates 
with us today. Embedded within it is the rhetoric of warfare that has been employed by president after president, 
prime minister after prime minister, in country after country and war after war right down to the current day. 
From it comes many of the phrases that we still recognize today as the language of lofty ideals and noble causes 
that always accompany the most bloody and ignoble wars. 


With a profound sense of the solemn and even tragical character of the step I am taking and of the 
grave responsibilities which it involves, but in unhesitating obedience to what I deem my 
constitutional duty, I advise that the Congress declare the recent course of the Imperial German 
Government to be in fact nothing less than war against the government and people of the United 
States. 


ed 


The world must be made safe for democracy. Its peace must be planted upon the tested foundations 
of political liberty. We have no selfish ends to serve. We desire no conquest, no dominion. We seek 
no indemnities for ourselves, no material compensation for the sacrifices we shall freely make. We 

are but one of the champions of the rights of mankind. We shall be satisfied when those rights have 
been made as secure as the faith and the freedom of nations can make them. 


Four days later, on April 6, 1917, the US Congress issued a formal declaration of war against the Imperial 
German Government. 


NARRATOR: Inside the White House, President Woodrow Wilson conferred with advisers and 
signed the proclamation of war against Germany. [. . .] Everywhere there was cheering and waving 
of flags. Hindsight or cynicism might make us smile at the thought that this war was sometimes 
called That Great Adventure. Never again would we see our entry into a major conflict excite so 
many to such heights of elation. Naive? Probably. But here was a generation of young men not yet 
saturated by the paralyzing variety of self-analysis and the mock sciences. They believed! 


SOURCE: U.S. ENTERS WORLD WAR I, MILITARY DRAFT - 1917 


All along the Western front, the Allies rejoiced. The Yanks were coming. 


House, the Milner Group, the Pilgrims, the Wall Street financiers and all of those who had worked so diligently 
for so many years to bring Uncle Sam into war had got their wish. And before the war was over, millions more 
casualties would pile up. Carnage the likes of which the world had never seen before had been fully unleashed. 
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The trenches and the shelling. The no man's land and the rivers of blood. The starvation and the destruction. The 
carving up of empires and the eradication of an entire generation of young men. 


Why? What was it all for? What did it accomplish? What was the point? 


To this day, over 100 years later, we still look back on the horrors of that "Great War" with confusion. For so 
long we have been told non-answers about incompetent generals and ignorant politicians. "It's the senselessness 
of war," the teachers of this fraudulent and partial history have told us with a shrug. 


But, now that the players who worked to set the stage for this carnage have been unmasked, these questions can 
finally be answered. 


PART THREE: A NEW WORLD ORDER 
February 21, 1916. 


A week of rain, wind and heavy fog along the Western Front finally breaks, and for a moment there is silence in 
the hills north of Verdun. That silence is broken at 7:15 AM when the Germans launch an artillery barrage 
heralding the start of the largest battle the world had ever seen. 


Thousands of projectiles are flying in all directions, some whistling, others howling, others moaning 
low, and all uniting in one infernal roar. From time to time an aerial torpedo passes, making a noise 
like a gigantic motor car. With a tremendous thud a giant shell bursts quite close to our observation 
post, breaking the telephone wire and interrupting all communication with our batteries. A man gets 
out at once for repairs, crawling along on his stomach through all this place of bursting mines and 
shells. It seems quite impossible that he should escape in the rain of shell, which exceeds anything 
imaginable; there has never been such a bombardment in war. Our man seems to be enveloped in 
explosions, and shelters himself from time to time in the shell craters which honeycomb the ground; 
finally he reaches a less stormy spot, mends his wires, and then, as it would be madness to try to 
return, settles down in a big crater and waits for the storm to pass. 


Beyond, in the valley, dark masses are moving over the snow-covered ground. It is the German 
infantry advancing in packed formation along the valley of the attack. They look like a big gray 
carpet being unrolled over the country. We telephone through to the batteries and the ball begins. 
The sight is hellish. In the distance, in the valley and upon the slopes, regiments spread out, and as 
they deploy fresh troops come pouring in. There is a whistle over our heads. It is our first shell. It 
falls right in the middle of the enemy infantry. We telephone through, telling our batteries of their 
hit, and a deluge of heavy shells is poured on the enemy. Their position becomes critical. Through 
glasses we can see men maddened, men covered with earth and blood, falling one upon the other. 
When the first wave of the assault is decimated, the ground is dotted with heaps of corpses, but the 
second wave is already pressing on. 


This anonymous French staff officer's account of the artillery offensive that opened the Battle of Verdun— 
recounting the scene as an heroic French communications officer repairs the telephone line to the French artillery 
batteries, allowing for a counter-strike against the first wave of German infantry—brings a human dimension to 
a conflict that is beyond human comprehension. The opening salvo of that artillery barrage alone—involving 
1,400 guns of all sizes—dropped a staggering 2.5 million shells on a 10-kilometre front near Verdun in 
northeastern France over five days of nearly uninterrupted carnage, turning an otherwise sleepy countryside into 
an apocalyptic nightmare of shell holes, craters, torn-out trees, and ruined villages. 
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By the time the battle finished 10 months later, a million casualties lay in its wake. A million stories of routine 
bravery, like that of the French communications officer. And Verdun was far from the only sign that the stately, 
sanitized version of 19th century warfare was a thing of the past. Similar carnage played out at the Somme and 
Gallipoli and Vimy Ridge and Galicia and a hundred other battlefields. Time and again, the generals threw their 
men into meat grinders, and time and again the dead bodies lay strewn on the other side of that slaughter. 


But how did such bloodshed happen? For what purpose? What did the First World War mean? 


The simplest explanation is that the mechanization of 20th century armies had changed the logic of warfare 
itself. In this reading of history, the horrors of World War One were the result of the logic dictated by the 
technology with which it was fought. 


It was the logic of the siege guns that bombarded the enemy from over 100 kilometres away. It was the logic of 
the poison gas, spearheaded by Bayer and their School for Chemical Warfare in Leverkusen. It was the logic of 
the tank, the airplane, the machine gun and all of the other mechanized implements of destruction that made 
mass slaughter a mundane fact of warfare. 


But this is only a partial answer. More than just technology was at play in this "Great War," and military strategy 
and million-casualty battles were not the only ways that World War One had changed the world forever. Like 
that unimaginable artillery assault at Verdun, the First World War tore apart all the verities of the Old World, 
leaving a smouldering wasteland in its wake. 


A wasteland that could be reshaped into a New World Order. 


For the would-be engineers of society, war—with all of its attendant horrors—was the easiest way to demolish 
the old traditions and beliefs that lay between them and their goals. 


This was recognized early on by Cecil Rhodes and his original clique of co-conspirators. As we have seen, it was 
less than one decade after the founding of Cecil Rhodes' society to achieve the "peace of the world" that that 
vision was amended to include war in South Africa, and then amended again to include embroiling the British 
Empire in a world war. 


Many others became willing participants in that conspiracy because they, too, could profit from the destruction 
and the bloodshed. 


And the easiest way to understand this idea is at its most literal level: profit. 


War is a racket. It always has been. 


It is possibly the oldest, easily the most profitable, surely the most vicious. It is the only one 
international in scope. It is the only one in which the profits are reckoned in dollars and the losses in 
lives. 


A racket is best described, I believe, as something that is not what it seems to the majority of the 
people. Only a small "inside" group knows what it is about. It is conducted for the benefit of the very 
few, at the expense of the very many. Out of war a few people make huge fortunes. 


In the World War [One] a mere handful garnered the profits of the conflict. At least 21,000 new 
millionaires and billionaires were made in the United States during the World War. That many 
admitted their huge blood gains in their income tax returns. How many other war millionaires 
falsified their tax returns no one knows. 
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How many of these war millionaires shouldered a rifle? How many of them dug a trench? How many 
of them knew what it meant to go hungry in a rat-infested dug-out? How many of them spent 
sleepless, frightened nights, ducking shells and shrapnel and machine gun bullets? How many of 
them parried a bayonet thrust of an enemy? How many of them were wounded or killed in battle? 


-Major General Smedley Butler 


As the most decorated Marine in the history of the United States at the time of his death, Smedley Butler knew 
of what he spoke. Having seen the minting of those tens of thousands of "new millionaires and billionaires" out 
of the blood of his fellow soldiers, his famous rallying cry, War Is A Racket, has resonated with the public since 
he first began—in his own memorable words—"trying to educate the soldiers out of the sucker class." 


Indeed, the war profiteering on Wall Street started even before America joined the war. Although, as J.P. 
Morgan partner Thomas Lamont noted, at the outbreak of the war in Europe, "American citizens were urged to 
remain neutral in action, in word, and even in thought, our firm had never for one moment been neutral; we 


didn't know how to be. From the very start we did everything we could to contribute to the cause of the Allies." 
Whatever the personal allegiances that may have motivated the bank's directors, this was a policy that was to 
yield dividends for the Morgan bank that even the greediest of bankers could scarcely have dreamed of before 
the war began. 


John Pierpont Morgan himself died in 1913—before the passage of the Federal Reserve Act he had stewarded 
into existence and before the outbreak of war in Europe—but the House of Morgan stood strong, with the 
Morgan bank under the helm of his son, John Pierpont Morgan, Jr., maintaining its position as preeminent 
financier in America. The young Morgan moved quickly to leverage his family's connections with the London 
banking community and the Morgan bank signed its first commercial agreement with the British Army Council 
in January 1915, just four months into the war. 


That initial contract—a $12 million purchase of horses for the British war effort to be brokered in the US by the 
House of Morgan—was only the beginning. By the end of the war, the Morgan bank had brokered $3 billion in 
transactions for the British military—equal to almost half of all American supplies sold to the Allies in the entire 
war. Similar arrangements with the French, Russian, Italian, and Canadian governments saw the bank broker 
billions more in supplies for the Allied war effort. 


But this game of war financing was not without its risks. If the Allied powers were to lose the war, the Morgan 
bank and the other major Wall Street banks would lose the interest on all of the credit they had extended to them. 
By 1917, the situation was dire. The British government's overdraft with Morgan stood at over $400 million 
dollars, and it was not clear that they would even win the war, let alone be in a position to repay all their debts 
when the fighting was over. 


In April 1917, just eight days after the US declared war on Germany, Congress passed the War Loan Act, 
extending $1 billion in credit to the Allies. The first payment of $200 million went to the British and the entire 
amount was immediately handed over to Morgan as partial payment on their debt to the bank. When, a few days 
later, $100 million was parceled out to the French government, it, too, was promptly returned to the Morgan 
coffers. But the debts continued to mount, and throughout 1917 and 1918, the US Treasury—aided by the 
Pilgrims Society member and avowed Anglophile Benjamin Strong, president of the newly-created Federal 
Reserve—quietly paid off the Allied powers' war debts to J.P. Morgan. 
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DOCHERTY: What I think is interesting is also the bankers' viewpoint here. America was so deeply 
involved in that war financing. There was so much money which could only really be repaid as long 
as Britain and France won. But had they lost, the loss on the American financial stock exchange's top 
market—your great industrial giants—would have been horrendous. So America was deeply 
involved. Not the people, as is ever the case. Not the ordinary citizen who cares. But the financial 
establishment who had, if you like, treated the entire thing as they might a casino and put all the 
money on one end of the board and it had to come good for them. 


So all of this is going on. I mean, I personally feel that the American people don't realize just how far 
duped they were by your Carnegies, your J.P. Morgans, your great bankers, your Rockefellers, by the 
multi-multimillionaires who emerged from that war. Because they were the ones who made the 
profits, not those who lost their sons, lost their grandsons, whose lives were ruined forever by war. 


After America officially entered the war, the good times for the Wall Street bankers got even better. Bernard 
Baruch—the powerful financier who personally led Woodrow Wilson into Democratic Party headquarters in 
New York "like a poodle on a string" to receive his marching orders during the 1912 election—was appointed to 
head the newly created "War Industries Board." 


With war hysteria at its height, Baruch and the fellow Wall Street financiers and industrialists who populated the 
board were given unprecedented powers over manufacture and production throughout the American economy, 
including the ability to set quotas, fix prices, standardize products, and, as a subsequent congressional 
investigation showed, pad costs so that the true size of the fortunes that the war profiteers extracted from the 
blood of the dead soldiers was hidden from the public. 


Spending government funds at an annual rate of $10 billion, the board minted many new millionaires in the 
American economy—uillionaires who, like Samuel Prescott Bush of the infamous Bush family, happened to sit 
on the War Industries Board. Bernard Baruch himself was said to have personally profited from his position as 
head of the War Industries Board to the tune of $200 million. 


The extent of government intervention in the economy would have been unthinkable just a few years before. The 
National War Labor Board was set up to mediate labor disputes. The Food and Fuel Control Act was passed to 
give the government control over the distribution and sale of food and fuel. The Army Appropriations Act of 
1916 set up the Council of National Defense, populated by Baruch and other prominent financiers and 
industrialists, who oversaw private sector coordination with the government in transportation, industrial and 
farm production, financial support for the war, and public morale. In his memoirs at the end of his life, Bernard 


Baruch openly gloated: 


The [War Industries Board] experience had a great influence upon the thinking of business and 
government. [The] WIB had demonstrated the effectiveness of industrial cooperation and the 
advantage of government planning and direction. We helped inter the extreme dogmas of laissez 
faire, which had for so long molded American economic and political thought. Our experience taught 
that government direction of the economy need not be inefficient or undemocratic, and suggested 
that in time of danger it was imperative. 


But it was not merely to line the pockets of the well-connected that the war was fought. More fundamentally, it 
was a chance to change the very consciousness of an entire generation of young men and women. 


For the class of would-be social engineers that arose in the Progressive Era—from economist Richard T. Ely to 
journalist Herbert Croly to philosopher John Dewey—the "Great War" was not a horrific loss of life or a vision 
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of the barbarism that was possible in the age of mechanized warfare, but an opportunity to change people's 
perceptions and attitudes about government, the economy, and social responsibility. 


Dewey, for example, wrote of "The Social Possibilities of War." 


In every warring country there has been the same demand that in the time of great national stress 
production for profit be subordinated to production for use. Legal possession and individual property 
rights have had to give way before social requirements. The old conception of the absoluteness of 
private property has received the world over a blow from which it will never wholly recover. 


All countries on all sides of the world conflict responded in the same way: by maximizing their control over the 
economy, over manufacturing and industry, over infrastructure, and even over the minds of their own citizens. 


Germany had its Kriegssozialismus, or war socialism, which placed control of the entire German nation, 
including its economy, its newspapers, and, through conscription—its people—under the strict control of the 
Army. In Russia, the Bolsheviks used this German "war socialism" as a basis for their organization of the 
nascent Soviet Union. In Canada, the government rushed to nationalize railways, outlaw alcohol, institute 
official censorship of newspapers, levy conscription, and, infamously, introduce a personal income tax as a 
"temporary war time measure" that continues to this day. 


The British government soon recognized that control of the economy was not enough; the war at home meant 
control of information itself. At the outbreak of war, they set up the War Propaganda Bureau at Wellington 
House. The bureau's initial purpose was to persuade America to enter the war, but that mandate soon expanded 
to shape and mold public opinion in favour of the war effort and of the government itself. 


On September 2, 1914, the head of the War Propaganda Bureau invited twenty-five of Britain's most influential 
authors to a top secret meeting. Among those present at the meeting: G. K. Chesterton, Ford Madox Ford, 
Thomas Hardy, Rudyard Kipling, Arthur Conan Doyle, Arnold Bennett and H. G. Wells. Not revealed until 
decades after the war ended, many of those present agreed to write propaganda material promoting the 
government's position on the war, which the government would get commercial printing houses, including 
Oxford University Press, to publish as seemingly independent works. 


Under the secret agreement, Arthur Conan Doyle wrote To Arms! John Masefield wrote Gallipoli and_The Old 
Front Line. Mary Humphrey Ward wrote England's Effort and_Towards the Goal. Rudyard Kipling wrote The 
New Army in Training. G. K. Chesterton wrote The Barbarism of Berlin. In total, the Bureau published over 
1,160 propaganda pamphlets over the course of the war. 


Hillaire Belloc later rationalized his work in service of the government: "It is sometimes necessary to lie 
damnably in the interests of the nation." War correspondent William Beach Thomas was not so successful in the 
battle against his own conscience: "I was thoroughly and deeply ashamed of what I had written for the good 
reason that it was untrue . . . [T]he vulgarity of enormous headlines and the enormity of one's own name did not 
lessen the shame." 


But the Bureau's efforts were not confined to the literary world. Film, visual art, recruitment posters; no medium 
for swaying the hearts and minds of the public was overlooked. By 1918, the government's efforts to shape 
perception of the war—now officially centralized under a "Minister of Information," Lord Beaverbrook—was 
the most finely tuned purveyor of propaganda the world had yet seen. Even foreign propaganda, like the 
infamous Uncle Sam that went beyond a recruitment poster to become a staple of American government 
iconography, was based on a British propaganda poster featuring Lord Kitchener. 
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Control of the economy. Control of populations. Control of territory. Control of information. World War One 
was a boon for all of those who wanted to consolidate control of the many in the hands of the few. This was the 
vision that united all those participants in the conspiracies that led to the war itself. Beyond Cecil Rhodes and his 
secret society, there was a broader vision of global control for the would-be rulers of society who were seeking 
what tyrants had lusted after since the dawn of civilization: control of the world. 


World War One was merely the first salvo in this clique's attempt to create not a reordering of this society or that 
economy, but a New World Order. 


GROVE: What World War One allowed these globalists, these Anglophiles, these people who 
wanted the English-speaking union to reign over the whole world, what it allowed them to do, was 
militarize American thinking. And what I mean by that is there was a whistle blower called Norman 
Dodd. He was the head researcher for the Reese committee that looked into how nonprofit 
foundations were influencing American education away from freedom. And what they found was the 
Carnegie [Endowment] for International Peace was seeking to understand how to make America a 
wartime economy, how to take the state apparatus over, how to change education to get people to 
continually consume, how to have arms production ramp up. 


And then once this happened in World War One, if you look at what happened in the 1920s, you've 
got people like Major General Smedley Butler, who is using the US military to advance corporate 
interest in Central and South America and doing some very caustic things to the indigenous people, 
insofar as these were not American policies really before the Spanish-American War in 1898. 
Meaning that going and taking foreign military action was not part of the diplomatic strategy of 
America prior to our engagement with the British Empire in the late 1800s and as it ramped up after 
Cecil Rhodes's death. So what these people gained was the foothold for world government from 
which they could get through globalism, what they called a "New World Order." 


The creation of this "New World Order" was no mere parlor game. It meant a complete redrawing of the map. 
The collapse of empires and monarchies. The transformation of the political, social, and economic life of entire 
swaths of the globe. Much of this change was to take place in Paris in 1919 as the victors divvied up the spoils of 
war. But some of it, like the fall of the Romanovs and the rise of the Bolsheviks in Russia, was to take place 
during the war itself. 


In hindsight, the fall of the Russian Empire in the midst of the First World War seems inevitable. Unrest had 
been in the air since Russia's defeat by the Japanese in 1905, and the ferocity of the fighting on the Eastern 
Front, coupled with the economic hardship—which hit Russia's overcrowded, overworked urban poor 
particularly hard—made the country ripe for revolt. That revolt happened during the so-called "February 
Revolution," when Czar Nicholas was swept from power and a provisional government installed in his place. 


But that provisional government—which continued to prosecute the war at the behest of its French and British 
allies—was competing for control of the country with the Petrograd Soviet, a rival power structure set up by the 
socialists in the Russian capital. The struggle for control between the two bodies led to riots, protests, and, 
ultimately, battles in the street. 


Russia in the spring of 1917 was a powder keg waiting to explode. And in April of that year, two matches, one 
called Vladimir Lenin and one called Leon Trotsky, were thrown directly into that powder keg by both sides of 
the Great War. 


Vladimir Lenin, a Russian communist revolutionary who had been living in political exile in Switzerland, saw in 
the February Revolution his chance to push through a Marxist revolution in his homeland. But although for the 
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first time in decades his return to that homeland was politically possible, the war made the journey itself an 
impossibility. Famously, he was able to broker a deal with the German General Staff to allow Lenin and dozens 
of other revolutionaries to cross through Germany on their way to Petrograd. 


Germany's reasoning in permitting the infamous "sealed train" ride of Lenin and his compatriots is, as a matter 
of war strategy, straightforward. If a band of revolutionaries could get back to Russia and bog down the 
provisional government, then the German Army fighting that government would benefit. If the revolutionaries 
actually came to power and took Russia out of the war altogether, so much the better. 


But the curious other side of this story, the one demonstrating how Lenin's fellow communist revolutionary, 
Leon Trotsky, was shepherded from New York—where he had been living well beyond the means of his income 
as a writer for socialist periodicals—through Canada—where he was stopped and identified as a revolutionary en 
route to Russia—and on to Petrograd, is altogether more incredible. And, unsurprisingly, that story is mostly 
avoided by historians of the First World War. 


One of the scholars who did not shy away from the story was Antony Sutton, author of Wall Street and the 
Bolshevik Revolution, whose meticulous research of State Department documents, Canadian government 
records, and other historical artifacts pieced together the details of Trotsky's unlikely journey. 


ANTONY C. SUTTON: Trotsky was in New York. He had no income. I summed his income for the 
year he was in New York; it was about six hundred dollars, yet he lived in an apartment, he had a 
chauffeured limousine, he had a refrigerator, which was very rare in those days. 


He left New York and went to Canada on his way to the revolution. He had $10,000 in gold on him. 
He didn't earn more than six hundred dollars in New York. He was financed out of New York, there's 
no question about that. The British took him off the ship in Halifax, Canada. I got the Canadian 
archives; they knew who he was. They knew who Trotsky was, they knew he was going to start a 
revolution in Russia. Instructions from London came to put Trotsky back on the boat with his party 
and allow them to go forward. 


So there is no question that Woodrow Wilson—who issued the passport for Trotsky—and the New 
York financiers—who financed Trotsky—and the British Foreign Office allowed Trotsky to perform 
his part in the revolution. 


SOURCE: Wall Street Funded the Bolshevik Revolution - Professor Antony Sutton 


After succeeding in pushing through the Bolshevik Revolution in November of 1917, one of Trotsky's first acts 
in his new position as People's Commissar for Foreign Affairs was to publish the "Secret Treaties and 
Understandings" that Russia had signed with France and Britain. These documents revealed the secret 
negotiations in which the Entente powers had agreed to carve up the colonial world after the war. The stash of 
documents included agreements on "The Partition of Asiatic Turkey," creating the modern Middle East out of 
the remnants of the Ottoman Empire; "The Treaty With Italy," promising conquered territory to the Italian 
government in exchange for their military aid in the campaign against Austria-Hungary; a treaty "Re-Drawing 
the Frontiers of Germany," promising France its long-held wish of reacquiring Alsace-Lorraine and recognizing 
"Russia’s complete liberty in establishing her Western frontiers"; diplomatic documents relating to Japan's own 
territorial aspirations; and a host of other treaties, agreements, and negotiations. 


One of these agreements, the Sykes-Picot Agreement between Britain and France, which was signed in May 
1916, has grown in infamy over the decades. The agreement divided modern-day Turkey, Jordan, Iraq, Syria, 
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and Lebanon among the Triple Entente and, although the revelation of the agreement caused much 
embarrassment for the British and the French and forced them to publicly back away from the Sykes-Picot map, 
served as the basis for some of the arbitrary lines on the map of the modern-day Middle East, including the 
border between Syria and Iraq. In recent years, ISIS has claimed that part of their mission is to "put the final nail 


in the coffin of the Sykes-Picot conspiracy." 


Other territorial conspiracies—like the Balfour Declaration, signed by Arthur Balfour, then acting as Foreign 
Secretary for the British Government, and addressed to Lord Walter Rothschild, one of the co-conspirators in 
Cecil Rhodes original secret society—are less well-known today. The Balfour Declaration also played an 
important role in shaping the modern world by announcing British support for the establishment of a Jewish 
homeland in Palestine, which was not under British mandate at the time. Even less well-known is that the 
document did not originate from Balfour but from Lord Rothschild himself and was sent to fellow Round Table 
conspirator Alfred Milner for revision before being delivered. 


GROVE: So this was Lord—he's known as Lord Walter Rothschild, and professionally he's a 
zoologist. He inherits a lot of wealth in a very high status family. He pursues his art and his science 
and his scientific theories and research. But he has zoological museums and he's collecting 
specimens. And he's famously the Rothschild that's riding the giant tortoise and leading him around 
with a piece of lettuce on his stick, and there's a piece of lettuce hanging out of the tortoises mouth. 
And I've always used that: here's the metaphor for the bankers, like they're leading people around 
with stimulus-response. This turtle, this tortoise, can't ask questions. It can't question its obedience. 
So that's Lord Walter Rothschild. 


Why is he important? Well, he and his family are some of the early financiers and backers of Cecil 
Rhodes and promoters of his last will and testament. And in the question of America being brought 
back into the British Empire, there are newspaper articles—there is one in 1902 where Lord 
Rothschild is saying, you know, "This would be a good thing to have America back in the British 
Empire." He's also the Lord Rothschild to whom the Balfour Declaration is addressed. 


So in 1917 there's a letter of agreement sent from the British government—from Arthur Balfour—to 
Lord Rothschild. Now Lord Rothschild and Arthur Balfour, they know each other. They have a long 
history together and there's a lot of Fabian socialists in this whole story of what led up to World War 
One. Specifically with Balfour, he's acting as an agent of the British government, saying, "We are 
gonna give away this land that's not really ours, and we're gonna give it to you guys in your group." 
The problem is the British had also promised that same land to the Arabs, so now the Balfour 
Declaration is going against some of the foreign policy plans that they've already promised to these 
other countries. 


The other interesting thing about the Balfour Declaration is it just had its hundredth anniversary, so 
they last year had a site that had the whole history of the Balfour Declaration. You could see the 
originals from Lord Rothschild and going to Lord Milner for changes and coming through Arthur 
Balfour and then being sent back as an official letter from the monarchy, basically. So that's 
interesting. But there's also interviews where the current Lord Rothschild—Lord Jacob Rothschild— 
comments on his ancestors’ history and how they brought about the Jewish state in 1947-48 because 
of the Balfour Declaration. 


So there's a lot of history to unpack there, but most people, again, they're not aware of the document 
let alone the very interesting history behind it let alone what that really means in the bigger story. 
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Over two decades after Cecil Rhodes launched the secret society that would engineer this so-called "Great War," 
the likes of Alfred Milner and Walter Rothschild were still at it, conspiring to use the war they had brought about 
to further their own geopolitical agenda. But by the time of the Armistice in November 1918, that group of 
conspirators had greatly expanded, and the scale of their agenda had grown along with it. This was no small 
circle of friends who had embroiled the world in the first truly global war, but a loosely knit network of 
overlapping interests separated by oceans and united in a shared vision for a new world order. 


Milner, Rothschild, Grey, Wilson, House, Morgan, Baruch, and literally scores of others had each had their part 
to play in this story. Some were witting conspirators, others merely seeking to maximize the opportunities that 
war afforded them to reach their own political and financial ends. But to the extent that those behind the WWI 
conspiracy shared a vision, it was the same desire that had motivated men throughout history: the chance to 
reshape the world in their own image. 


INTERVIEWER: Just tell us again: why? 


SUTTON: Why? You won't find this in the textbooks. Why is to bring about, I suspect, a planned, 
controlled world society in which you and I won't find the freedoms to believe and think and do as 
we believe. 


SOURCE: Wall Street Funded the Bolshevik Revolution - Professor Antony Sutton 


DOCHERTY: War is an instrument of massive change, we know that. It is an instrument of massive 
change in particular for those who are defeated. In a war where everyone is defeated, then it's simply 
an element of massive change, and that's a very deep, thought-provoking concept. But if everyone 
loses, or if everyone except "us"—depending on who the "us" are—loses, then "we" are going to be 
in a position to reconstruct in our image. 


RAICO: Altogether in the war, who knows, some 10 or 12 million people died. People experienced 
things—both in combat and the people back home understanding what was happening—that dazed 
them. That stunned them. You know, it's almost as if, for a few generations, the peoples of Europe 
had been increased, sort of like a flock of sheep by their shepherds. OK? Through industrialization. 
Through the spread of liberal ideas and institutions. Through the decrease of infant mortality. The 
raising of standards of living. The population of Europe was enormously greater than it had ever 
been before. And now the time came to slaughter some part of the sheep for the purposes of the ones 
who were in control. 


SOURCE: The World at War (Ralph Raico) 


For the ones in control, World War One had been the birth pangs of a New World Order. And now, the 
midwives of this monstrosity slouched towards Paris to take part in its delivery. 


THE END (OF THE BEGINNING) 


All over the world on November 11, 1918, people were celebrating, dancing in the streets, drinking 
champagne, hailing the Armistice that meant the end of the war. But at the front there was no 
celebration. Many soldiers believed the Armistice only a temporary measure and that the war would 
soon go on. As night came, the quietness, unearthly in its penetration, began to eat into their souls. 
The men sat around log fires, the first they had ever had at the front. They were trying to reassure 
themselves that there were no enemy batteries spying on them from the next hill and no German 
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bombing planes approaching to blast them out of existence. They talked in low tones. They were 
nervous. 


After the long months of intense strain, of keying themselves up to the daily mortal danger, of 
thinking always in terms of war and the enemy, the abrupt release from it all was physical and 
psychological agony. Some suffered a total nervous collapse. Some, of a steadier temperament, 
began to hope they would someday return to home and the embrace of loved ones. Some could think 
only of the crude little crosses that marked the graves of their comrades. Some fell into an exhausted 
sleep. All were bewildered by the sudden meaninglessness of their existence as soldiers - and 
through their teeming memories paraded that swiftly moving cavalcade of Cantigny, Soissons, St. 
Mihiel, the Meuse-Argonne and Sedan. 


What was to come next? They did not know - and hardly cared. Their minds were numbed by the 
shock of peace. The past consumed their whole consciousness. The present did not exist-and the 
future was inconceivable. 


-Colonel Thomas R. Gowenlock, Ist Division, US Army 


Little did those troops know how right they were. As the public rejoiced in the outbreak of peace after four years 
of the bloodiest carnage that the human race had ever endured, the very same conspirators that had brought about 
this nightmare were already converging in Paris for the next stage of their conspiracy. There, behind closed 
doors, they would begin their process of carving up the world to suit their interests, laying the groundwork and 
preparing the public consciousness for a new international order, setting the stage for an even more brutal 
conflict in the future, and bringing the battle-weary soldiers' worst fears for the future to fruition. And all in the 
name of "peace." 


The French General, Ferdinand Foch, famously remarked after the Treaty of Versailles that "This is not a peace. 
It is an armistice for 20 years." As we now know, his pronouncement was precisely accurate. 


The armistice on November 11, 1918, may have marked the end of the war, but it was not the end of the story. It 
was not even the beginning of the end. It was, at best, the end of the beginning. 
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TRANSCRIPT 


Part One: How Bill Gates Monopolized Global Health 


BILL GATES: Hello. I'm Bill Gates, chairman of Microsoft. In this video you're going to see the future. 


SOURCE: Hello, I'm Bill Gates, Chairman of Microsoft 


Who is Bill Gates? A software developer? A businessman? A philanthropist? A global health expert? 


This question, once merely academic, is becoming a very real question for those who are beginning to realize 
that Gates' unimaginable wealth has been used to gain control over every corner of the fields of public health, 
medical research and vaccine development. And now that we are presented with the very problem that Gates has 
been talking about for years, we will soon find that this software developer with no medical training is going to 
leverage that wealth into control over the fates of billions of people. 


GATES: [. . .] because until we get almost everybody vaccinated globally, we still won't be fully back to 
normal. 
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Bill Gates is no public health expert. He is not a doctor, an epidemiologist or an infectious disease researcher. 
Yet somehow he has become a central figure in the lives of billions of people, presuming to dictate the medical 
actions that will be required for the world to go "back to normal." The transformation of Bill Gates from 
computer kingpin to global health czar is as remarkable as it is instructive, and it tells us a great deal about where 
we are heading as the world plunges into a crisis the likes of which we have not seen before. 


This is the story of How Bill Gates Monopolized Global Health. 


You're tuned in to The Corbett Report. 


Until his reinvention as a philanthropist in the past decade, this is what many people thought of when they 
thought of Bill Gates: 


NARRATOR: In the case of the United States vs Microsoft, the US Justice Department contended that the 
software giant had breached antitrust laws by competing unfairly against Netscape Communications in the 


internet browser market, effectively creating a monopoly. Bill's first concern was that the prosecution could 
potentially block the release of his company's latest operating system, Windows 98. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates Defends Microsoft in Monopoly Lawsuit 

GATES: Are you asking me about when I wrote this e-mail or what are you asking me about? 

DAVID BOIES: I'm asking you about January of '96. 

GATES: That month? 

BOIES: Yes, sir. 

GATES: And what about it? 

BOIES: What non-Microsoft browsers were you concerned about in January of 96? 

GATES: I don't know what you mean: "concerned." 

BOIES: What is it about the word "concerned" that you don't understand? 

GATES: I'm not sure what you mean by it. 

SOURCE: Bill Gates Deposition 

STEVE JOBS: We're going to be working together on Microsoft Office, on Internet Explorer, on Java, and I 
think that it's going to lead to a very healthy relationship. So it's a package announcement today. We're very, 
very happy about it, we're very, very excited about it. And I happen to have a special guest with me today via 


satellite downlink, and if we could get him up on the stage right now. 


[BILL GATES APPEARS, CROWD BOOS] 


SOURCE: Macworld Boston 1997-The Microsoft Deal 
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DAN RATHER: Police and security guards in Belgium were caught flat-footed today by a cowardly sneak 
attack on one of the world's wealthiest men. The target was Microsoft chairman Bill Gates, arriving for a 
meeting with community leaders. Watch what happens when a team of hit men meet him first with a pie in the 
face. 


[GATES HIT IN THE FACE WITH PIE] 


RATHER: Gates was momentarily and understandably shaken, but he was not injured. The hit squad piled on 
with two more pies before one of them was wrestled to the ground and arrested; the others—at least for the 
moment—got away. Gates went inside, wiped his face clean, and made no comment. He then went ahead with 
his scheduled meeting. No word on the motive for this attack. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates Pie in Face 


But, once reviled for the massive wealth and the monopolistic power that his virus-laden software afforded him, 
Gates is now hailed as a visionary who is leveraging that wealth and power for the greater good of humanity. 


KLAUS SCHWAB: If in the 22nd century a book will be written about the entrepreneur of the 21st century 
[. ..] I'm sure that the person who will foremost come to the mind of those historians is certainly Bill Gates. 
[applause] 


SOURCE: Davos Annual Meeting 2008 - Bill Gates 


ANDREW ROSS SORKIN: I don't think it's hyperbole to say that Bill Gates is singularly—I would argue—the 
most consequential individual of our generation. I mean that. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates Talks Philanthropy, Microsoft, and Taxes | DealBook 


ELLEN DEGENERES: Our next guest is one of the richest and most generous men in the world. Please 
welcome Bill Gates. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates on Finding a Vaccine for COVID-19, the Economy, and Returning to ‘Normal Life’ 


JUDY WOODRUFF: At a time when everyone is looking to understand the scope of the pandemic and how to 
minimize the threat, one of the best informed voices is that of businessman and philanthropist Bill Gates. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates on where the COVID-19 pandemic will hurt the most 


The process by which this reinvention of Gates' public image took place is not mysterious. It's the same process 
by which every billionaire has revived their public image since John D. Rockefeller hired Ivy Ledbetter Lee to 
transform him from the head of the Standard Oil hydra into the kind old man handing out dimes to strangers. 
MAN OFF CAMERA: Don’t you give dimes, Mr. Rockefeller? Please, go ahead. 

WOMAN: Thank you, sir. 

MAN: Thank you very much. 


ROCKEFELLER: Thank you for the ride! 
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MAN: I consider myself more than amply paid. 


ROCKEFELLER: Bless you! Bless you! Bless you! 


SOURCE: John D. Rockefeller — Standard Oil 


More to the point, John D. Rockefeller knew that to gain the adoration of the public, he had to appear to give 
them what they want: money. He devoted hundreds of millions of dollars of his vast oil monopoly fortune to 
establishing institutions that, he claimed, were for the public good. The General Education Board. The 
Rockefeller Institute of Medical Research. The Rockefeller Foundation. 


Similarly, Bill Gates has spent much of the past two decades transforming himself from software magnate into a 
benefactor of humanity through his own Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. In fact, Gates has surpassed 
Rockefeller's legacy with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation long having eclipsed The Rockefeller Foundation 
as the largest private foundation in the world, with $46.8 billion of assets on its books that it wields in its stated 
program areas of global health and development, global growth, and global policy advocacy. 


And, like Rockefeller, Gates' transformation has been helped along by a well-funded public relations campaign. 
Gone are the theatrical tricks of the PR pioneers—the ubiquitous ice cream cones of Gates' mentor Warren 
Buffett are the last remaining holdout of the old Rockefeller-handing-out-dimes gimmick. No, Gates has guided 
his public image into that of a modern-day saint through an even simpler tactic: buying good publicity. 


The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation spends tens of millions of dollars per year on media partnerships, 
sponsoring coverage of its program areas across the board. Gates funds The Guardian's Global Development 
website. Gates funds NPR's global health coverage. Gates funds the Our World in Data website that is tracking 
the latest statistics and research on the coronavirus pandemic. Gates funds BBC coverage of global health and 
development issues, both through its BBC Media Action organization and the BBC itself. Gates funds world 
health coverage on ABC News. 


When the NewsHour with Jim Lehrer was given a $3.5 million Gates foundation grant to set up a special unit to 
report on global health issues, NewsHour communications chief Rob Flynn was asked about the potential 
conflict of interest that such a unit would have in reporting on issues that the Gates Foundation is itself involved 
in. "In some regards I guess you might say that there are not a heck of a lot of things you could touch in global 
health these days that would not have some kind of Gates tentacle," Flynn responded. 


Indeed, it would be almost impossible to find any area of global health that has been left untouched by the 
tentacles of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation. 


It was Gates who sponsored the meeting that led to the creation of Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance, a global public- 
private partnership bringing together state sponsors and big pharmaceutical companies, whose specific goals 
include the creation of "healthy markets for vaccines and other immunisation products." As a founding partner of 
the alliance, the Gates Foundation provided $750 million in seed funding and has gone on to make over $4.1 
billion in commitments to the group. 


Gates provided the seed money that created the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, a public- 
private partnership that acts as a finance vehicle for governmental AIDS, TB, and malaria programs. 


When a public-private partnership of governments, world health bodies and 13 leading pharmaceutical 
companies came together in 2012 "to accelerate progress toward eliminating or controlling 10 neglected tropical 
diseases," there was the Gates Foundation with $363 million of support. 
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When the Global Financing Facility for Women, Children and Adolescents was launched in 2015 to leverage 
billions of dollars in public and private financing for global health and development programs, there was the Bill 
& Melinda Gates Foundation as a founding partner with a $275 million contribution. 


When the Coalition for Epidemic Preparedness Innovations was launched at the World Economic Forum in 
Davos in 2017 to develop vaccines against emerging infectious diseases, there was the Gates Foundation with an 


initial injection of $100 million. 


The examples go on and on. The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation's fingerprints can be seen on every major 

global health initiative of the past two decades. And beyond the flashy, billion-dollar global partnerships, the 

Foundation is behind hundreds of smaller country and region-specific grants—$10 million to combat a locust 
infestation in East Africa, or $300 million to support agricultural research in Africa and Asia—that add up to 

billions of dollars in commitments. 


It comes as no surprise, then, that—far beyond the $250 million that the Gates Foundation has pledged to the 
"fight" against coronavirus—every aspect of the current coronavirus pandemic involves organizations, groups 
and individuals with direct ties to Gates funding. 


From the start, the World Health Organization has directed the global response to the current pandemic. From its 
initial monitoring of the outbreak in Wuhan and its declaration in January that there was no evidence of human- 

to-human transmission to its live media briefings and its technical guidance on country-level planning and other 

matters, the WHO has been the body setting the guidelines and recommendations shaping the global response to 
this outbreak. 


But even the World Health Organization itself is largely reliant on funds from the Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation. The WHO's most recent donor report shows that the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation is the 
organization's second-largest donor behind the United States government. The Gates Foundation single-handedly 
contributes more to the world health body than Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Russia and the UK 
combined. 


What's more, current World Health Organization Director-General Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus is, in fact, like 
Bill Gates himself, not a medical doctor at all, but the controversial ex-Minister of Health of Ethiopia, who was 
accused of covering up three cholera outbreaks in the country during his tenure. Before joining the WHO, he 
served as chair of the Gates-founded Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, and sat on the board 
of the Gates-founded Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance, and the Gates-funded Stop TB Partnership. 


The current round of lockdowns and restrictive stay-home orders in western countries was enacted on the back 
of alarming models predicting millions of deaths in the United States and hundreds of thousands in the UK. 


HAYLEY MINOGUE: Imperial College in London released a COVID-19 report and that's where most of our 
US leaders are getting the information they're basing their decision making on. That 2.2 million deaths also 
doesn't account for the potential negative effects of health systems being overwhelmed. 


Les] 
The report runs us through a few different ways this could turn out depending on what our responses are. If we 


don't do anything to control this virus, over 80% of people in the US would be infected over the course of the 
epidemic, with 2.2 million deaths from COVID-19. 


SOURCE: Extreme measures based on scientific paper 
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BORIS JOHNSON: From this evening I must give the British people a very simple instruction: you must stay at 
home. 


SOURCE: Boris Johnson announces complete UK lockdown amid coronavirus crisis 


JUSTIN TRUDEAU: Enough is enough. Go home and stay home. 


SOURCE: 'Enough is enough’, Trudeau with a strong message to Canadians 


GAVIN NEWSOM. .. . a statewide order for people to stay at home 
SOURCE: California Gov Newsom issues statewide 'SAFER AT HOME' order 


The work of two research groups was crucial in shaping the decision of the UK and US governments to 
implement wide-ranging lockdowns, and, in turn, governments around the world. The first group, the Imperial 
College COVID-19 Research Team, issued a report on March 16th that predicted up to 500,000 deaths in the UK 
and 2.2 million deaths in the US unless strict government measures were put in place. 


The second group, the Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation in Bill Gates' home state of Washington, 
helped provide data that corroborated the White House's initial estimates of the virus' effects, estimates that have 
been repeatedly downgraded as the situation has progressed. 


Unsurprisingly, the Gates Foundation has injected substantial sums of money into both groups. This year alone, 
the Gates Foundation has already given $79 million to Imperial College, and in 2017 the Foundation announced 
a $279 million investment into the IHME to expand its work collecting health data and creating models. 


Anthony Fauci, meanwhile, has become the face of the US government's coronavirus response, echoing Bill 
Gates' assertion that the country will not "get back to normal" until "a good vaccine" can be found to insure the 
public's safety. 


ANTHONY FAUCTI: If you want to get to pre-coronavirus .. . You know, that might not ever happen, in the 
sense of the fact that the threat is there. But I believe with the therapies that will be coming online and with the 
fact that I feel confident that over a period of time we will get a good vaccine, that we will never have to get 
back to where we are right back now. 


SOURCE: Dr. Anthony Fauci on return to normalcy from pandemic 


Beyond just their frequent collaborations and cooperation in the past, Fauci has direct ties to Gates' projects and 
funding. In 2010, he was appointed to the Leadership Council of the Gates-founded "Decade of Vaccines" 
project to implement a Global Vaccine Action Plan—a project to which Gates committed $10 billion of funding. 
And in October of last year, just as the current pandemic was beginning, the Gates Foundation announced a $100 
million contribution to the National Institute of Health to help, among other programs, Fauci's National Institute 
of Allergy and Infectious Diseases' research into HIV. 


Also in October of last year, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation partnered with the World Economic Forum 
and the Johns Hopkins Center for Health Security to stage Event 201, a tabletop exercise gauging the economic 
and societal impact of a globally-spreading coronavirus pandemic. 


NARRATOR: It began in healthy-looking pigs months, perhaps years, ago: a new coronavirus. 
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ANITA CICERO: The mission of the pandemic emergency board is to provide recommendations to deal with 
the major global challenges arising in response to an unfolding pandemic. The board is comprised of highly 
experienced leaders from business public health and civil society. 


TOM INGLESBY: We're at the start of what's looking like it will be a severe pandemic and there are problems 
emerging that can only be solved by global business and governments working together. 


STEPHEN REDD: Governments need to be willing to do things that are out of their historical perspective, or . . 
. for the most part. It's really a war footing that we need to be on. 


SOURCE: Event 201 Pandemic Exercise: Highlights Reel 


Given the incredible reach that the tentacles of the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation have into every corner of 
the global health markets, it should not be surprising that the foundation has been intimately involved with every 
stage of the current pandemic crisis, either. In effect, Gates has merely used the wealth from his domination of 
the software market to leverage himself into a similar position in the world of global health. 


The whole process has been cloaked in the mantle of selfless philanthropy, but the foundation is not structured as 
a charitable endeavour. Instead, it maintains a dual structure: the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation distributes 
money to grantees, but a separate entity, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation Trust, manages the endowment 
assets. These two entities often have overlapping interests, and, as has been noted many times in the past, grants 
given by the foundation often directly benefit the value of the trust's assets: 


MELINDA GATES: One of my favorite parts of my job at the Gates Foundation is that I get to travel to the 
developing world, and I do that quite regularly. 


fal 


My first trip in India, I was in a person's home where they had dirt floors, no running water, no electricity, and 
that's really what I see all over the world. So in short, I'm startled by all the things that they don't have. But I am 
surprised by one thing that they do have: Coca-Cola. Coke is everywhere. In fact, when I travel to the developing 
world, Coke feels ubiquitous. 


And so when I come back from these trips, and I'm thinking about development, and I'm flying home and I'm 
thinking, we're trying to deliver condoms to people, or vaccinations, you know? Coke's success kind of stops and 
makes you wonder: How is it that they can get Coke to these far-flung places? If they can do that, why can't 
governments and NGOs do the same thing? 


SOURCE: Melinda French Gates: What nonprofits can learn from Coca-Cola 


AMY GOODMAN: And the charity of billionaire Microsoft founder Bill Gates and his wife Melinda is under 
criticism following the disclosure it’s substantially increased its holdings in the agribusiness giant Monsanto to 
over $23 million. Critics say the investment in Monsanto contradicts the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s 
stated commitment to helping farmers and sustainable development in Africa. 


SOURCE: Gates Foundation Criticized for Increasing Monsanto Investment 


LAURENCE LEE: The study from the pressure group Global Justice now paints a picture of the Gates 
Foundation partly as an expression of corporate America's desire to profit from Africa and partly a damning 
critique of its effects. 
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POLLY JONES: You could have a case where the initial research is done by a Gates-funded institution. And 
the media reporting on how well that research is conducted is done, the media outlet is a Gates-funded outlet, or 
maybe a Gates-funded journalist from a media program. And then the program is implemented more widely by a 
Gates-funded NGO. I mean... There are some very insular circles here. 


LEE: Among the many criticisms: the idea that private finance can solve the problems of the developing world. 
Should poor farmers be trapped into debt by having to use chemicals or fertilizers underwritten by offshoot of 
the foundation? 


SOURCE: Gates Foundation accused of exploiting its leverage in Africa 


This is no mere theoretical conflict of interest. Gates is held up as a hero for donating $35.8 billion worth of his 
Microsoft stock to the foundation, but during the course of his "Decade of Vaccines," Gates' net worth has 
actually doubled, from $54 billion to $103.1 billion. 


The Rockefeller story provides an instructive template for this vision of tycoon-turned-philanthropist. When 
Rockefeller faced a public backlash, he helped spearhead the creation of a system of private foundations that 
connected in with his business interests. Leveraging his unprecedented oil monopoly fortune into unprecedented 
control over wide swaths of public life, Rockefeller was able to kill two birds with one stone: molding society in 
his family's own interests, even as he became a beloved figure in the public imagination. 


Similarly, Bill Gates has leveraged his software empire into a global health, development and education empire, 
steering the course of investment and research and ensuring healthy markets for vaccines and other 
immunization products. And, like Rockefeller, Gates has been transformed from the feared and reviled head of a 
formidable hydra into a kindly old man generously giving his wealth back to the public. 


But not everyone has been taken in by this PR trick. Even The Lancet observed this worrying transformation 
from software monopolist to health monopolist back in 2009, when the extent of this Gates-led monopoly was 
becoming apparent to all: 


The first guiding principle of the [Bill & Melinda Gates] Foundation is that it is “driven by the interests and 
passions of the Gates family.” An annual letter from Bill Gates summarises those passions, referring to 
newspaper articles, books, and chance events that have shaped the Foundation's strategy. For such a large and 
influential investor in global health, is such a whimsical governance principle good enough? 


SOURCE: What has the Gates Foundation done for global health? 


This brings us back to the question: Who is Bill Gates? What are his driving interests? What motivates his 
decisions? 


These are not academic questions. Gates' decisions have controlled the flows of billions of dollars, formed 
international partnerships pursuing wide-ranging agendas, ensured the creation of "healthy markets" for Big 
Pharma vaccine manufacturers. And now, as we are seeing, his decisions are shaping the entire global response 
to the coronavirus pandemic. 


Next week, we will further explore Gates' vaccination initiatives, the business interests behind them, and the 
larger agenda that is beginning to take shape as we enter the "new normal" of the COVID-19 crisis. 
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Part Two: Bill Gates' Plan to Vaccinate the World 


POPPY HARLOW: Ten billion dollars. I mean, just speak about the magnitude of that. That is by far the 
biggest commitment of the foundation, isn't it, Bill? I mean, this is by far the largest. 


BILL GATES: That's right, we've been spending a lot on vaccines. With this commitment, over eight million 
additional lives will be saved. So it's one of the most effective ways that health in the poorest countries can be 
dramatically improved. 


SOURCE: Gates Foundation: $10 billion for vaccines 


In January of 2010, Bill and Melinda Gates used the World Economic Forum at Davos to announce a staggering 
$10 billion commitment to research and develop vaccines for the world's poorest countries, kicking off what he 
called a "Decade of Vaccines." 


GATES: Today we're announcing a commitment over this next decade, which we think of as a decade of 
vaccines having incredible impact. We're announcing that we'll spend over $10 billion on vaccines. 


SOURCE: PBS News Hour January 29, 2010 


Hailed by the Gates-funded media .. . 


HARI SREENIVASAN: For the record, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation is a NewsHour underwriter. 


SOURCE: PBS News Hour January 29, 2010 


... and applauded by the pharmaceutical companies who stood to reap the benefits of that largesse, the record- 
setting commitment made waves in the international community, helping to underwrite a Global Vaccine Action 
Plan coordinated by the Gates-funded World Health Organization. 


But contrary to the Gates' own PR spin that this $10 billion pledge was an unalloyed good and would save eight 
million lives, the truth is that this attempt to reorient the global health economy was part of a much bigger 
agenda. An agenda that would ultimately lead to greater profits for Big Pharma companies, greater control for 
the Gates Foundation over the field of global health, and greater power for Bill Gates to shape the course of the 
future for billions of people around the planet. 


This is Bill Gates' Plan to Vaccinate the World. 

You're tuned into The Corbett Report. 

Given Gates' pledge to make this a "Decade of Vaccines," it should come as no surprise that, since the dawn of 
this coronavirus crisis, he has been adamant that the world will not go back to normal until a vaccine has been 


developed. 


GATES: We're gonna have this intermediate period of opening up, and it won't be normal until we get an 
amazing vaccine to the entire world. 


SOURCE: Watch CNBC’s full interview with Microsoft co-founder Bill Gates on the coronavirus pandemic 
and his work toward a vaccine 
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GATES: The vaccine is critical, because, until you have that, things aren't really going to be normal. They can 
open up to some degree, but the risk of a rebound will be there until we have very broad vaccination. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates on where the COVID-19 pandemic will hurt the most 


GATES: They won't be back to normal until we either have that phenomenal vaccine or a therapeutic that's, like, 
over 95% effective. And so we have to assume that's going to be almost 18 months from now. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates on Finding a Vaccine for COVID-19, the Economy, and Returning to ‘Normal Life’ 


GATES: And then the final solution—which is a year or two years off—is the vaccine. So we've got to go full- 
speed ahead on all three fronts. 


COLBERT: Just to head off the conspiracy theorists, maybe we shouldn't call the vaccine "the final solution." 
GATES: Good point. 

COLBERT: Maybe just "the best solution." 

[GATES LAUGHS] 


SOURCE: Bill Gates: Global Innovation Is The Key To Achieving A Return To Normal 


More interestingly, since Gates began delivering this same talking point in every one of his many media 
appearances of late, it has been picked up and repeated by heads of state, health officials, doctors and media 
talking heads, right down to the scientifically arbitrary but very specific 18-month time frame. 


ZEKE EMANUEL: Realistically, COVID-19 will be here for the next 18 months or more. We will not be able 
to return to normalcy until we find a vaccine or effective medications. 


SOURCE: Dr. Zeke Emanuel On The Return To ‘Normal’ 

DOUG FORD: The hard fact is, until we have a vaccine, going back to normal means putting lives at risk. 
SOURCE: Premier Doug Ford and Ontario ministers provide COVID-19 update — April 18, 2020 
JUSTIN TRUDEAU: This will be the new normal until a vaccine is developed. 

SOURCE: PM Trudeau on modelling data and federal response to COVID-19 — April 9, 2020 
NORMAN SWAN: The only thing that will really allow life as we once knew it to resume is a vaccine. 


SOURCE: Life will only return to normal when there's a coronavirus vaccine, Dr Norman Swan says 


DONALD TRUMP: Obviously, we continue to work on the vaccines, but the vaccines have to be down the road 
by probably 14, 15, 16 months. We’re doing great on the vaccines. 


SOURCE: Remarks by President Trump, Vice President Pence, and Members of the Coronavirus Task Force 
in Press Briefing 
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The fact that so many heads of state, health ministers and media commentators are dutifully echoing Gates' 
pronouncement about the need for a vaccine will not be surprising to those who saw last week's exploration of 
How Bill Gates Monopolized Global Health. As we have seen, the Gates Foundation's tentacles have penetrated 
into every corner of the field of public health. Billions of dollars in funding and entire public policy agendas are 
under the control of this man, an unelected, unaccountable software developer with no medical research 
experience or training. 

And nowhere is Gates’ control of public health more apparent than in the realm of vaccines. 

Gates launched the Decade of Vaccines with a $10 billion pledge. 


Gates helped develop the Global Vaccine Action Plan administered by the Gates-funded World Health 
Organization. 


Gates helped found Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance, aiming to develop "healthy markets" for vaccine manufacturers. 


Gates helped launch Gavi with a $1 billion donation in 2011, going on to contribute $4.1 billion over the course 
of the "Decade of Vaccines." 


GATES: And so I'm pleased to announce to you that we're pledging an additional billion dollars to— 
[APPLAUSE] 

GATES: Thank you. 

[CONTINUED APPLAUSE] 

GATES: Alright, thank you. 

[CONTINUED APPLAUSE] 

GATES: It's not everyday we give away a billion dollars. 

[LAUGHTER] 


SOURCE: Gates' mammoth vaccine pledge 


One of the Gates Foundation's core funding areas is "vaccine development and surveillance," which has resulted 
in the channeling of billions of dollars into vaccine development, a seat at the table to develop vaccination 
campaigns in countries around the globe, and the opportunity to shape public thinking around Bill Gates' pet 
project of the past five years: preparing rapid development and deployment of vaccines in the event of a globally 
spreading pandemic. 


GATES: If anything kills over 10 million people in the next few decades, it's most likely to be a highly 
infectious virus. 


SOURCE: The next outbreak? We’re not ready | Bill Gates 
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GATES: Whether it occurs by a quirk of nature or at the hand of a terrorist, epidemiologists show through their 
models that a respiratory-spread pathogen would kill more than 30 million people in less than a year. And there 
is a reasonable probability of that taking place in the years ahead. 


SOURCE: Gates: Millions could die from bio-terrorism 


BABITA SHARMA: Many high-profile personalities have been gathering at this year's World Economic Forum 
in Davos, which aims to discuss the globe's most pressing issues. Amongst them is the Microsoft founder Bill 
Gates, whose foundation is investing millions in the Coalition for Epidemic Preparedness Innovations to help 
combat infectious diseases. Here's some of what he had to say about his push to develop new vaccines. 


SOURCE: BBC Newsday January 19, 2017 


GATES: Unfortunately, it takes many years to do a completely new vaccine. The design, the safety review, the 
manufacturing; all of those things mean that an epidemic can be very widespread before that tool would come 
along. And so after Ebola the global health community talked a lot about this, including a new type of vaccine 
platform called DNA/RNA that should speed things along. 


And so this Coalition for Epidemic Preparedness Initiative [sic], CEPI, is three countries—Japan, Norway, 
Germany—and two foundations—Wellcome Trust, [who] we work with on a lot of things, and our foundation, 
the Gates Foundation—coming together to fund . . . actually trying to use that platform and make some vaccines. 
And so that would help us in the future. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates at the World Economic Forum 


NARRATORS: We know vaccines can protect us. We just need to be better prepared. So, "Let's come together. 
Let's research and invest. Let's save lives. Let's outsmart epidemics." 


SOURCE: Let's #OutsmartEpidemics 
Given Gates' mammoth investment in vaccines over the past decade, his insistence that. . . 


GATES: Things won't go back to truly normal until we have a vaccine that we’ve gotten out to basically the 
entire world. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates on his 2015 'virus' warning, efforts to fight coronavirus pandemic 
... 18 hardly surprising. 


What should be surprising is that this strangely specific and continuously repeated message—that we will not go 
"back to normal" until we get a vaccine in 18 months—has no scientific basis whatsoever. Medical researchers 
have already conceded that a vaccine for SARS-CoV-2 may not even be possible, pointing to the inability of 
researchers to develop any kind of immunization against previous coronavirus outbreaks, like SARS or MERS. 


But even if such a vaccine were possible, serious concerns remain about the safety of developing, testing and 
delivering such an "amazing vaccine" to "the entire world" in this remarkably short timeframe. Even proponents 
of vaccine development openly worry that the rush to vaccinate billions of people with a largely untested, 
experimental coronavirus vaccine will itself present grave risks to the public. 
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One of these risks involves "disease enhancement." It has been known for over a decade that vaccination for 
some viral infections—including coronaviruses—actually enhances susceptibility to viral infection or even 
causes infections in healthy vaccine recipients. 


ANTHONY FAUCTI: Now, the issue of safety. Something that I want to make sure the American public 
understand: It’s not only safety when you inject somebody and they get maybe an idiosyncratic reaction, they get 
a little allergic reaction, they get pain. There’s safety associated. “Does the vaccine make you worse?” And there 
are diseases in which you vaccinate someone, they get infected with what you’re trying to protect them with, and 
you actually enhance the infection. 


SOURCE: Remarks by President Trump, Vice President Pence, and Members of the Coronavirus Task Force 
in Press Briefing (March 26) 


This is no mere theoretical risk. As researchers who were trying to develop a vaccine for the original SARS 
outbreak discovered, the vaccine actually made the lab animals subjected to it more susceptible to the disease. 


PETER HOTEZ: One of the things that we are not hearing a lot about is the unique potential safety problems of 
coronavirus vaccines. This was first found in the 1960s with the Respiratory Syncytial Virus vaccines, and it was 
done in Washington with the NIH and Children's National Medical Center. Some of those kids who got the 
vaccine actually did worse, and I believe there were two deaths in the consequence of that study. Because what 
happens with certain types of respiratory virus vaccines, you get immunized, and then when you get actually 
exposed to the virus, you get this kind of paradoxical immune enhancement phenomenon, and what—and we 
don't entirely understand the basis of it. But we recognize that it's a real problem for certain respiratory virus 
vaccines. That killed the RSV program for decades. Now the Gates Foundation is taking it up again. But when 
we started developing coronavirus vaccines—and our colleagues—we noticed in laboratory animals that they 
started to show some of the same immune pathology that resembled what had happened 50 years earlier. 


SOURCE: Hotez Coronavirus Vaccine Safety Testimony 


This specific issue regarding coronavirus vaccines is exacerbated by the arbitrary and unscientific 18-month 
timeframe that Gates is insisting on for the vaccine's development. In order to meet that deadline, vaccine 
developers are being urged to use new and largely unproven methods for creating their experimental 
immunizations, including DNA and mRNA vaccines. 


KELLY O'DONNELL: For a self-described wartime president, victory over COVID-19 equals a vaccine. 
TRUMP: I hope we can have a vaccine, and we're going to fast-track it like you've never seen before. 


O'DONNELL: Adding Trump-style branding, the administration launched "Operation Warp Speed," a multi- 
billion-dollar research and manufacturing effort to shorten the typical year-plus vaccine development timeline. 


SOURCE: Trump Administration’s ‘Operation Warp Speed’ Aims To Fast-Track Coronavirus Vaccine 
Nightly News 


ANTHONY FAUCTI: We're gonna start ramping up production with the companies involved, and you do that at 
risk. In other words, you don't wait until you get an answer before you start manufacturing. You at risk 
proactively start making it, assuming it's gonna work. 


SOURCE: Dr Fauci Discusses Operation Warp Speed’s Goal Of 100s Of Millions Of Vaccine Doses B 
January 
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BECKY QUICK: You're thinking 18 months even with all the work that you've already done to this point and 
the planning that you are taking with lots of different potential vaccinations and building up for that now 


GATES: Yeah, so there's an approach called RNA vaccine that people like Moderna, CureVac and others are 
using that in 2015 we'd identified that as very promising for pandemics and for other applications as well. And 
so, if everything goes perfectly with the RNA approach, we could actually beat the 18 months. We don't want to 
create unrealistic expectations. 


SOURCE: Watch CNBC’s full interview with Microsoft co-founder Bill Gates on the coronavirus pandemic 
and his work toward a vaccine 


RHIJU DAS: So the concept of an RNA vaccine is: Let’s inject the RNA molecule that encodes for the spike 
protein. 


ANGELA RASMUSSEN: It’s making your cell do the work of creating this viral protein that is going to be 
recognized by your immune system and trigger the development of these antibodies. 


DAS: Our bodies won’t make a full-fledged infectious virus. They’ Il just make a little piece and then learn to 
recognize it and then get ready to destroy the virus if it then later comes and invades us. 


[...] 


DAS: It’s a relatively new, unproven technology. And there’s still no example of an RNA vaccine that’s been 
deployed worldwide in the way that we need for the coronavirus. 


RASMUSSEN: There is the possibility for unforeseen, adverse effects. 


AKIKO IWASAKE So this is all new territory. Whether it would elicit protective immune response against this 
virus is just unknown right now. 


SOURCE: Can Scientists Use RNA to Create a Coronavirus Vaccine? 


Rushing at "Warp Speed" to develop a new vaccine using experimental technology and then mass-producing and 
delivering billions of doses to be injected into "basically the entire world" before adequate testing is even done 
amounts to one of the most dangerous experiments in the history of the world, one that could alter the lives of 
untold numbers of people. 


That an experimental vaccine—developed in a brand new way and rushed through with a special, shortened 
testing regime—should be given to adults, children, pregnant women, newborn babies, and the elderly alike, 
would be, in any other situation, unthinkable. To suggest that such a vaccine should be given to the entire planet 
would have been called lunacy mere months ago. But now the public is being asked to accept this premise 
without question. 


Even Gates himself acknowledges the inherent risks of such a project. But his concern is not for the lives that 
will be irrevocably altered in the event that the vaccines cause damage to the population. Instead, he is more 
concerned that the pharmaceutical companies and the researchers are given legal immunity for any such damage. 


GATES: You know, if we have, you know, one in 10,000 side effects, that's, you know, way more— 700,000— 
you know, people who will suffer from that. So really understanding the safety at gigantic scale across all age 
ranges—you know, pregnant, male, female, undernourished, existing comorbidities—tt's very, very hard. And 
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that actual decision of, "OK, let's go and give this vaccine to the entire world," ah, governments will have to be 
involved because there will be some risk and indemnification needed before that can be decided on. 


SOURCE: Watch CNBC’s full interview with Microsoft co-founder Bill Gates on the coronavirus pandemic 
and his work toward a vaccine 


As we have already seen, in the arena of global health, what Bill Gates wants is what the world gets. So it should 
be no surprise that immunity for the Big Pharma vaccine manufacturers and the vaccination program planners is 
already being worked on. 


In the US, the Department of Health and Human Services issued a declaration that retroactively provides 
"liability immunity for activities related to medical countermeasures against COVID-19," including 
manufacturers, distributors and program planners of "any vaccine, used to treat, diagnose, cure, prevent, or 
mitigate COVID-19." The declaration was issued on March 17th but retroactively covers any activity back to 
February 4th, 2020, the day before the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation announced an emergency $100 
million to fund treatment efforts and to develop new vaccines for COVID-19. 


The plan to inject everyone on the planet with an experimental vaccine is no aberration in Bill Gates' envisioned 
"Decade of Vaccines." It is its culmination. 


The "Decade of Vaccines" kicked off with a Gates-funded $3.6 million observational study of HPV vaccines in 
India that, according to a government investigation, violated the human rights of the study participants with 
"gross violations" of consent and failed to properly report adverse events experienced by the vaccine recipients. 
After the deaths of seven girls involved in the trial were reported, a parliamentary investigation concluded that 
the Gates-funded Program for Appropriate Technology in Health (PATH), which ran the study, had been 
engaged in a scheme to help ensure "healthy markets" for GlaxoSmithKline and Merck, the manufacturers of the 
Gardasil and Cervarix vaccines that had been so generously donated for use in the trial: 


"Had PATH been successful in getting the HPV vaccine included in the universal immunization program of the 
concerned countries, this would have generated windfall profit for the manufacturer(s) by way of automatic sale, 
year after year, without any promotional or marketing expenses. It is well known that once introduced into the 
immunization program it becomes politically impossible to stop any vaccination." 


Chandra M. Gulhati, editor of the influential Monthly Index of Medical Specialities, remarked that "[i]t is 
shocking to see how an American organization used surreptitious methods to establish itself in India," and 
Samiran Nundy, editor emeritus of the National Medical Journal of India lamented that "[t]his is an obvious 
case where Indians were being used as guinea pigs." 


Throughout the decade, India's concerns about the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and its corporate partners' 
influence on the country's national immunization programs grew. In 2016, the steering group of the country's 
National Health Mission blasted the government for allowing the country's National Technical Advisory Group 
on Immunisation—the primary body advising the government on all vaccination-related matters—to be 
effectively purchased by the Gates Foundation. 


As one steering group member noted: "The NTAGI secretariat has been moved out of the [government's health] 
ministry to the office of Public Health Foundation of India and the 32 staff members in that secretariat draw their 
salaries from the BMGF. There is a clear conflict of interest—on one hand, the BMGF funds the secretariat that 
is the highest decision making body in vaccines and, on the other, it partners the pharma industry in GAVI. This 
is unacceptable." 
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In 2017, the government responded by cutting all financial ties between the advisory group and the Gates 
Foundation. 


Similar stories play out across the Gates Foundation's "Decade of Vaccines." 
There's the Gates-founded and funded Meningitis Vaccine Project, which led to the creation and testing of 
MenAfriVac, a $0.50-per-dose immunization against meningococcal meningitis. The tests led to reports of 


between 40 and 500 children suffering seizures and convulsions and eventually becoming paralyzed. 


There's the 2017 confirmation that the Gates-supported oral polio vaccine was actually responsible for the 
majority of new polio cases and the 2018 follow up showing that 80% of polio cases are now vaccine-derived. 


There's the 2018 paper in the /nternational Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health concluding 
that over 490,000 people in India developed paralysis as a result of the oral polio vaccine between 2000 and 
2017. 


There's even the WHO's own malaria chief, Dr. Arata Kochi, who complained in an internal memo that Gates' 
influence meant that the world’s leading malaria scientists are now "locked up in a ‘cartel’ with their own 
research funding being linked to those of others within the group" and that the foundation "was stifling debate on 
the best ways to treat and combat malaria, prioritizing only those methods that relied on new technology or 
developing new drugs." 


Kochi's complaint, written in 2008, highlights the most common criticism of the global health web that Gates has 
spun in the past two decades: that the public health industry has become a racket run by and for Big Pharma and 
its partners for the benefit of big business. 


At the time that Kochi was writing his memo, the executive director of the Gates Foundation's Global Health 
program was Tachi Yamada. Yamada left his position as Chairman of Research and Development at 
GlaxoSmithKline to take up the position at the Gates Foundation in 2006 and left the foundation five years later 
to become Chief Medical and Scientific Officer at Takeda Pharmaceuticals. Yamada's replacement as head of 
Gates' Global health program, Trevor Mundel, was himself a clinical researcher at Pfizer and Parke-Davis and 
spent time as Head of Development with Novartis before joining the foundation. 


This use of foundation funds to set public policy to drive up corporate profits is not a secret conspiracy. It is a 
perfectly open one. 


When the Center for Global Development formed a working group to "develop a practical approach to the 
vaccine challenge," they concluded that the best way to incentivize pharmaceutical companies to produce more 
vaccines for the third world was for governments to promise to buy vaccines before they were even developed. 
They titled their report "Making Markets for Vaccines." 


ALICE ALBRIGHT: The project "Making Markets for Vaccines" was really designed to address a problem 
that's existed for a long time, which is insufficient research and development budgets as well as investment 
capacity in vaccine development and production for the third world. How do you create better incentives to get 
the pharma community—the vaccine community—to produce products that are specifically dedicated for the 
developing world. 


RUTH LEVINE: Michael Kramer, a professor at Harvard, had been thinking about this problem for many 
years. 
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OWEN BARDER: He realized that if the rich countries of the world were to make a promise that they would 
buy a malaria vaccine if somebody produced it, that that would give an incentive to the pharmaceutical industry 
to go and do the research and development needed to make one. But this idea was unfamiliar. No government 
had made a commitment to buy a product that didn't already exist. 


SOURCE: Making Markets for Vaccines 


When the first such "Advanced Market Commitment" was made in 2007—a $1.5 billion promise to buy yet-to- 
be-produced vaccines from Big Pharma manufacturers—there was the Gates Foundation as the only non-nation 
sponsor. 


The Gates-founded Gavi Vaccine Alliance is an open partnership between the Gates Foundation, the World 
Health Organization, the World Bank and vaccine manufacturers. Their stated goal includes "introducing new 


vaccines into the routine schedules of national immunization programmes" and engaging in "market shaping 
efforts" to ensure "healthy markets for vaccines and other immunization products." 


If "introducing new vaccines" and ensuring healthy markets for them was the aim of Gates' "Decade of 
Vaccines," there can be no doubt that COVID-19 has seen that goal realized in spectacular fashion. 


URSULA VON DER LEYEN: Let's start the pledging. 


KATIE STEPHENS: The EU kicked off its fundraising drive with 1 billion euros. In the hours that followed, 
pledges were beamed in from across the globe. 


TAWFIG ALRABIAH: The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia has pledged 500 million dollars. 
STEPHENS: Even pop icon Madonna made a last-minute donation of a million euros. 


SOURCE: What's behind the global €7.4 billion vaccine pledge? | Coronavirus Update 


MELINDA GATES: By combining the world's expertise and brainpower and resources, we can attack this 
disease in the way it's attacking us: globally. Our foundation is proud to partner with you and I'm pleased to 
announce today that we will pledge a hundred million dollars towards this effort. 


SOURCE: #Coronavirus Global Response International Pledging Conference 


KATIE STEPHENS: Germany was one of the leading donors, pledging over five hundred million euros. The 
money is earmarked for international health organizations and research networks in a bid to speed up the 
development of a vaccine. 


SOURCE: What's behind the global €7.4 billion vaccine pledge? | Coronavirus Update 


And there, at the center of this web, is the Gates Foundation, connected to every major organization, research 
institution, international alliance and vaccine manufacturer involved in the current crisis. 


Certainly, the Gates—like the Rockefellers—have profited from their years as "the most generous people on the 
planet." As curious as it might seem to those who don't understand the true nature of this monopoly cartel, 
despite all of these grants and pledges—commitments of tens of billions of dollars—Bill Gates' personal net 
worth has actually doubled during this "Decade of Vaccines," from $50 billion to over $100 billion. 
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But once again we come back to the question: Who is Bill Gates? Is he motivated simply by money? Is this 
incessant drive to vaccinate the entire population of the planet merely the result of greed? Or is there something 
else driving this agenda? 


As we shall see next time, money is not the end goal of Gates' "philanthropic" activities. Money is just the tool 
that he is using to purchase what he really wants: control. Control not just of the health industry, but control of 
the human population itself. 

Part Three: Bill Gates and the Population Control Grid 

WARREN BUFFETT: Hello, everyone. 

EVERYONE: Mr. B.! 

DAVID ALLEN JONES: What's your secret mission about? 

BUFFETT: It's not my mission, but an idea that came from our good friend, Mr. Bill Gates. 

BILL GATES: Hi, kids. 

RADLEY HEMMING: The real, actual, in person Bill... Bill... 

ELENA RAMIREZ: He's trying to say that we're big fans, Mr. Gates. 


SOURCE: Secret Millionaires Club | The Gift - Bill Gates Ep 1 | Kid Genius Cartoons 


It's a strange fact that Bill Gates' hagiographers—PR hacks employed, more often than not, by large corporations 
that receive funding from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation—consistently depict this drab software 
developer as a cartoon superhero, using his "superpower" of being very rich to help "save the planet." 


JOHN BERMAN: Behind closed doors on this New York campus, a secret gathering of some of the world's 
most powerful people: Gates, Buffett, Bloomberg, Winfrey. It was like . . . well, it was like the "Super Friends." 


[Super Friends cartoon introduction plays] 

ANNOUNCER: In the great hall of the Justice League, there are assembled the world's four greatest heroes. 
SOURCE: Elite Billionaires Meet in Secret (video no longer online) 

But these cartoon-fueled puff pieces reveal more than they know about Gates and the other mega-rich 
philanthropists they are attempting to idolize: they reveal that the idea of the selfless, billionaire do-gooder is a 
work of fiction so unbelievable it is only fit for Saturday morning cartoon fare. 

As we have seen in our first two explorations of Bill Gates' role as global health kingpin, the seemingly selfless 
generosity of the Gates family through their eponymous foundation has in fact greatly increased their own 
wealth, with Bill Gates' personal net worth having doubled in the past decade alone. 

But the takeover of public health that we have documented in How Bill Gates Monopolized Global Health and 


the remarkably brazen push to vaccinate everyone on the planet that we have documented in Bill Gates' Plan to 
Vaccinate the World was not, at base, about money. The unimaginable wealth that Gates has accrued is now 
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being used to purchase something much more useful: control. Control not just of the global health bodies that 
can coordinate a worldwide vaccination program or the governments that will mandate such an unprecedented 
campaign, but control over the global population itself. 


This is an exploration of Bill Gates and the Population Control Grid. 
You're tuned in to The Corbett Report. 


From a journalistic standpoint, Good Morning America's inane report on the secretive billionaire meeting that 
took place in New York in 2009 was a failure. It listed some of the meetings' attendees and their combined net 
worth: 


BERMAN: Gates, Buffett, Bloomberg, Winfrey [. . .] Together with others in the meeting, including George 
Soros, Ted Turner, David Rockefeller, they’re worth more than $125 billion. 


It turned to the senior editor of Forbes for a sound bite about what it would be like to witness such an assembly 
of wealth: 


MATTHEW MILLER: To have been in the room and see this meeting of the minds really would have been a 
fascinating thing. 


And it dutifully reported the participants' own stated reason for holding the meeting. . . . 


BERMAN: That much money. That much power around one table. It begs the question, what were they doing? 
What were they scheming? Total world domination? This group, together for six hours, was talking about 
charity, education, emergency relief, global health. 


... Before wrapping up with another juvenile appeal to comic book superhero lore. 
[Video onscreen of various billionaires superimposed as Superheroes, such as Batman, Superman. Etc.] 


BERMAN: The new supermen and wonder woman. The superrich friends. Not fighting bad guys, but fighting 
for good, nonetheless. For Good Morning America, John Berman, ABC News. 


Yes, from a journalistic standpoint, Berman's report was an utter failure. There was no attempt to question the 
participants about the meeting, no space for any criticism of these billionaires or questions about their motives, 
no adversarial journalism of any kind. 


But as a PR piece, it was brilliant. It leaves the viewer with a vague sense that some kind of gathering took place 
somewhere in New York in which rich people—who, let's not forget, are superheroes—talked about charity. 


One would have to turn to print sources to discover that the meeting was held at the personal residence of Sir 
Paul Nurse, then-president of Rockefeller University; that the invitation to the gathering was co-written by Bill 
Gates, Warren Buffett and David Rockefeller; or that the aim of the meeting was "to consider how their wealth 
could be used to slow the growth of the world's population." 


Given that these extraordinarily rich and powerful men—including Warren Buffett, David Rockefeller, and Ted_ 
Turner—have all expressed their belief that the growing human population is the greatest threat faced by 
humanity, it should not be surprising that they would convene a conference to discuss how best to channel their 
vast wealth into the project of reducing the number of people on the planet. Particularly unsurprising is that 
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attendees of the meeting later dubbed Bill Gates—a man for whom population control is particularly close to his 
heart—as the "most impressive" speaker at the event. 


GATES: Here we can see a chart that looks at the total world population over the last several hundred years, and 
at first glance this is a bit scary. We go from less than a billion in 1800, and then 3, 4, 5, 6—and 7.4 billion, 
where we are today, is happening even faster. So, Melinda and I wondered whether providing new medicines 
and keeping children alive, would that create more of a population problem? 


SOURCE: Does saving more lives lead to overpopulation? 


SCOTT PELLEY: . . . and what the developing world does not need is more children. 


MELINDA GATES: And I think that was the biggest "ah-ha" to Bill and me when we got into this work. 
Because we asked ourselves, of course, the same hard-nosed question you'd ask, which is: "If you get into this 
work and you start to save these children, will women just keep overpopulating the world?" And thank goodness, 
the converse is absolutely true. 


SOURCE: Extra: Gates On Population Rates 


GATES: This is a very important question to get right, because it was absolutely key for me. When our 
foundation first started up, it was focused on reproductive health. That was the main thing we did, because I 
thought, you know, population growth in poor countries is the biggest problem they face. You've got to help 
mothers, who want to limit family size, have the tools and education to do that. And I thought, that's the only 
thing that really counts. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates on Overpopulation and Global Poverty 


In recent years, critics have pointed to Bill Gates' own words linking vaccination programs with his goal of 
reducing population growth. 


GATES: The world today has 6.8 billion people. That's headed up to about nine billion. Now, if we do a really 
great job on new vaccines, health care, reproductive health services, we could lower that by perhaps 10 or 15 
percent. 


SOURCE: Innovating to zero! | Bill Gates 


SANJAY GUPTA: Ten billion dollars over the next 10 years to make it the year of the vaccines. What does that 
mean, exactly? 


GATES: Well, over this decade, we believe unbelievable progress can be made both inventing new vaccines and 
making sure they get out to all the children who need them. We could cut the number of children who die every 
year from about nine million to half of that, if we have success on it. And the benefits there in terms of reducing 
sickness, reducing the population growth, it really allows society a chance to take care of itself once you've made 
that intervention. 


SOURCE: Sanjay Gupta MD February 5, 2011 


But as any number of "fact-checking websites"—not to mention Bill Gates himself—are quick to point out, this 
doesn't mean what it sounds like it means. 
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GATES: What we found out is that as health improves, families choose to have less children. 
SOURCE: Does saving more lives lead to overpopulation? 
MELINDA GATES: The truth is that when people's lives improve—when children survive, for instance, or 
when girls go to school—people start making decisions based on the expectation that their children will live and 


thrive. The result is smaller families and slower population growth. 


SOURCE: Does Saving Lives Mean Overpopulation? 


GATES: I came across articles that showed that the key thing you can do to reduce population growth is actually 
improve health. And that sounds paradoxical. You think, "OK, better health means more kids, not less kids." 
Well, in fact, what parents are doing is they're trying to have two kids survive to adulthood to take care of them. 
And so the more disease burden that there is, the more kids they have to have to have that high probability. So 
there's a perfect correlation that, as you improve health, within a half generation the population growth rate goes 
down. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates on Overpopulation and Global Poverty 


Yes, the Gates' stated plan is to reduce population growth by improving health. But the idea of using vaccines as 
sterilization agents—even without the public's knowledge or consent—is not conspiracy lore, but documentable 
fact. 


It its 1968 annual report, the Rockefeller Foundation addressed the "Problems of Population," lamenting that 
"[vJery little work is in progress on immunological methods, such as vaccines, to reduce fertility, and much more 
research is required if a solution is to be found here." The Foundation vowed to correct this problem by funding 
"established and beginning investigators to turn their attention to aspects of research in reproductive biology that 
have implications for human fertility and its control." 


This was no empty promise. By the time of its 1988 Annual Report, the Rockefeller Foundation was able to 
report progress on its funding into contraceptive research, including NORPLANT, a contraceptive implanted 
under the skin of a woman's upper arm and effective for five years. In its 1988 report, the Rockefeller 
Foundation was pleased to announce that NORPLANT—which was developed by the Rockefeller-founded 
Population Council—was "now approved for marketing in 12 countries." 


The Rockefellers' Population Council and other research organizations joined with the World Health 
Organization (WHO) in 1972 to create a Task Force on Vaccines for Fertility Regulation. By 1995, they were 
able to report progress in "developing a prototype of an anti-hCG-vaccine," which works by combining an 
immunogen formed from a synthetic peptide of human chorionic gonadotrophin (hCG)—a hormone secreted by 
the surface of the early embryo to remain implanted in the womb—with a toxoid carrier molecule. The vaccine 
stimulates an immune reaction, causing women to develop antibodies against the hormone, thus preventing them 
from carrying babies to term. 


But beginning in the 1990s, a series of scandals over WHO-led vaccination programs in the third world led to 
allegations that tetanus vaccines in places like the Philippines and Kenya were being laced with hCG in order to 
implement population control by stealth. The controversy generated by these stories led global institutions to 
step back from the campaign to champion population control by vaccine. 


But, as usual, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation was there to renew interest, working with the UK 
government to host a "London Summit on Family Planning" in 2012 at which the foundation announced their 
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support for funding the research, development and deployment of injectable contraceptives to the developing 
world. 


MELINDA GATES: You heard me talk earlier about Sadi, who I met in Niger. She was traveling fifteen 
kilometers to get an injection. But let’s ask ourselves, what if she didn’t have to travel to that clinic? If we put it 
in her perspective, how can we keep her in her village to get the contraceptives she wants? Well, Pfizer is testing 
anew form of Depo, the injection that she gets fifteen kilometers to get. They’re now putting it in a new form, a 
new device that can be given—tt's very, very small, it’s called Uniject. I think it’s going to be pictured here. 


It’s a high-quality product. It’s effective. It’s safe. It’s tiny, as you can see. And it can be put in a healthcare 
worker’s kit to give to the woman at the village level. So Sadi won’t have to go fifteen kilometers any longer to 
get that injection. 


SOURCE: Melinda Gates Keynote: London Summit on Family Planning | Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 


But the Gates were not content to stop there. In 2014 it was announced that Microchips Biotech, Inc., a company 
in Lexington, Massachusetts, had developed a new form of birth control: "a wireless implant that can be turned 
on and off with a remote control and that is designed to last up to 16 years." According to MIT Technology 
Review, the idea originated when Bill Gates visited Robert Langer’s MIT lab in 2012 and asked him if it would 
be possible to create an implantable birth control device that could be turned on or off remotely. Langer referred 
Gates to the controlled release microchip technology he had invented and licensed to MicroCHIPS 
Biotechnology, and the Gates Foundation granted $20 million to the firm to develop the implants. 


Reducing population growth has, by Gates' own admission, been a core mission of the Gates Foundation since its 
inception. But in order to really understand what Gates means by "population control," we have to look beyond 
the concept of controlling population size. At its most fundamental level, the "population control" that Gates 
speaks of is not birth control, but control of the population itself. 


In order to understand the broader population control agenda and how it ties in to the Gates Foundation's plans, 
we have to look at a puzzling development that took place in 2017. In that year, Gavi—the Gates founded and 
funded alliance that partners the Gates Foundation, the World Health Organization and the World Bank with 
vaccine manufacturers to help ensure "healthy markets" for vaccines—took a strange pivot away from its core 
mission of vaccinating every child on the planet to providing every child with a digital biometric identity. 


The idea was first floated by Gavi CEO Seth Berkley in a Nature article that year, "Immunization needs a 
technology boost," where he states that the goal of 100% immunization will not be reached without "secure 
digital identification systems that can store a child’s medical history." He then gives a specific example: 


"We are working with a company in India called Khushi Baby, which creates off-grid digital health records. A 
necklace worn by infants contains a unique identification number on a short-range communication chip. 
Community health workers can scan the chip using a mobile phone, enabling them to update a child’s digital 
record even in remote areas with little phone coverage." 


This sudden interest in digital identity was no mere passing fancy for the vaccine alliance. Gavi doubled down 
by becoming a founding member of the ID2020 Alliance, a public-private partnership dedicated to spearheading 
a global digital biometric identity standard. Other founding members of the alliance include Gates' first 
company, Microsoft, and The Rockefeller Foundation. 
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In 2018, Gavi issued a call for innovation in digital technologies "for finding, identifying and registering the 
most vulnerable children." The call specifically requested technologies for capturing, storing and enrolling the 
biometric details of infants on "rugged biometric devices." 


Berkley continued to follow up on this idea in public engagements as one of the new core missions of Gavi. 


SETH BERKLEY: What's interesting is that people tend to think of, you know, birth certificates as kind of a 
major document. But, you know, the most common—as I mentioned before—is not a birth certificate, is not a 
death certificate, is not a marriage certificate. The most common connection—vital registration for the 
population—is actually a child health card, because we reach more than 90 percent of children with at least one 
dose of vaccine as part of a routine, so they're in the system. The challenge is that contact is not connected into 
the system. So, if you could connect it, then you have the ability to give them their basic identity papers. You 
have the ability, then, later on, if they want to own land or they want to have their rights, you're able to help them 
with that. But, you know, we're not currently taking advantage of that. And so the children get seen, they get 
enrolled in the health centers, but that information is not used for anything else. 


SOURCE: Mid-term review 2018 - Michael Froman and Seth Berkley 


Although vaccines and identity may seem unrelated, Bill Gates has spent the last few years funding research that 
can bring the two ideas together. 


Late last year, Gates once again turned to Robert Langer and his MIT colleagues to investigate new ways to 
permanently store and record the vaccination information of each individual. The result of their research was a 
new vaccine delivery method. They found that by using "dissolvable microneedles that deliver patterns of near- 
infrared light-emitting microparticles to the skin," they could create "particle patterns" in the skin of vaccine 
recipients which are "invisible to the eye but can be imaged using modified smartphones." 


Rice University describes the quantum dot tags left behind by the microneedles as "something like a bar-code 
tattoo." 


So who was behind this development? As lead researcher Kevin McHugh explains: 


"The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation came to us and said, ‘Hey, we have a real problem—knowing who’s 
vaccinated [. . .] So our idea was to put the record on the person. This way, later on, people can scan over the 
area to see what vaccines have been administered and give only the ones still needed." 


The microparticles that form the fluorescent quantum-dot tags are delivered along with the vaccine, but they 
cannot be delivered by a traditional syringe. Instead, they must be delivered by a patch of microneedles made 
from a mixture of dissolvable sugar and a polymer, called PVA, as well as the quantum-dot dye and the vaccine. 


It should be no surprise, then, that Big Pharma vaccine manufacturers—in their scramble to produce the 
coronavirus vaccine that, Gates assures us, is necessary to "go back to normal"—have turned to a novel vaccine 
delivery method: a dissolvable microneedle array patch. 


NICK HARPER: The University of Pittsburgh is where the polio vaccine was first discovered. At the medical 
center, researchers are now developing a vaccine that is delivered using a dissolvable patch called a microneedle 
array. 
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LOUIS FALO: Think about them as almost like a band-aid. And so the microneedle array is simply applied to 
the skin topically, pressed into place very shortly, and then taken off and thrown away and then the antigen is 
already delivered. 


SOURCE: Pharmaceutical companies scramble to produce coronavirus vaccine 


As is becoming evident, this new vaccine-delivered bar- code-like tattoo is about much more than simply 
ensuring that children get all their Gavi-recommended immunizations. 


On a recent "Ask Me Anything" thread on reddit, when asked "What changes are we going to have to make to 
how businesses operate to maintain our economy while providing social distancing?" Bill Gates answered: 
"Eventually we will have some digital certificates to show who has recovered or been tested recently or when we 
have a vaccine who has received it." 


In his answer, Gates fails to mention that he has himself been instrumental in kickstarting and funding the 
research into the very type of digital certificates for vaccination that he is speaking about, or that these "digital 
certificates"—likely, at first, to be a digital marker linked to a biometric [D—could very well one day take the 
form of vaccine-implanted quantum-dot tattoos. 


But, as in so many other aspects of the unfolding crisis, Gates' unscientific pronouncement that we will need 
digital certificates to prove our immunity in the "new normal" of the post-coronavirus world . . . 


GATES: Eventually, what we'll have to have is certificates of who is a recovered person, who is a vaccinated 
person. 


SOURCE: How we must respond to the coronavirus pandemic | Bill Gates 


. . .1S now being implemented by a number of governments. It is now being reported that Onfido, a tech startup 
specializing in AI-based biometric ID verification, is in talks with the British government to provide the type of 
"digital certification" Gates mentioned, dubbed an "immunity passport." The proposed system would require 
would-be workers to use the Onfido-provided app to scan their face or other biometric data, link that information 
to a SARS-CoV-2 antibody test (or, eventually proof of coronavirus vaccination), and then have their picture 
taken and immunity verified every time they wish to access a restricted space or work environment. 


Last month, Onfido announced that it had raised $50 million in a round of investments led by Bill Gates' old 
company, Microsoft. 


But this is not Gates' first experience with the field of biometric identity. 


A decade ago, the government of India began what has been called "The Largest Social Experiment on Earth": 
enrolling over one billion people in the largest biometric identification database ever constructed. The project— 
involving iris scanning and fingerprinting the entirety of the Indian population, recording their biometric details 
in a centralized database, and issuing them a 12-digit identity number that could be used to prove residence and 
access government services, all within the span of a few years—presented an incredible societal, legal and 
technological challenge. 


It's no surprise, then, that the person who was brought in as the chief architect of the Aadhaar project when it 
was launched—Nandan Nilekani, co-founder of Indian multi-national Infosys—is also a long-time friend of Bill 
Gates and a partner with Bill and Melinda Gates on a "philanthropic" venture called Co-Impact, which supports 
"initiatives to address major social challenges at scale." 
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Nilekani's involvement in Aadhaar has even made him one of Gates's "heroes," featured in slick video 
promotions produced by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. 


GATES: My friend, Nandan Nilekani, is one of India’s best-known entrepreneurs. He led the creation of the 
world’s largest biometric ID system. Now he’s working to promote his platform to improve the lives of the 
world’s poorest people. 


NANDAR NILEKANI: There are more than a billion people around the world who don't have any kind of ID. 
You can't do anything in life without an ID because people are mobile, they are migrant. And wherever they go, 
whether they want a job, or whether they want to board a train, or whether they want to get a bank account or get 
a mobile connection, if the person has no way of proving who they are, then they just won't get access to those 
services. So the challenge we had was, how do we give a billion people, many of whom don't have birth 
certificates, how do we give them an ID? 


Aadhaar is the world's largest digital ID system, and entirely based using biometrics to ensure uniqueness. Our 
enrollment was very simple: name, address, date of birth, sex, email ID and phone number if you wish, and the 
biometrics. The ten fingerprints of both the hands, the iris of both the eyes, and a photograph. And in a few days, 
he will get his Aadhaar number in the mail. And that's how a billion people got their IDs. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates's Heroes in the Field: Nandan Nilekani 
And Gates has personally praised the Aadhar scheme as "a huge asset for India." 


GATES: Well, Aadhaar is a huge asset for India. It was designed very well. The fact that you can make digital 
payments so easily, you can open a bank account . . . India's a leader in that. Our Foundation, you know, worked 
with the Reserve Bank. You know, Nandar Nilekani and a group of people that he pulled together did a great 
job. 


SOURCE: Microsoft co-founder Bill Gates speaks on Aadhar card digitisation | Exclusive 


But Gates is not merely an arms-length admirer of the Aadhaar experiment. He is not only personally connected 
to its chief architect. He is also connected to one of the key companies that spearheaded the technology that 
underlies the project's biometric database. 


The company that provides the iris recognition technology at the core of the Aadhaar system, Idemia, also 
provides facial recognition systems for the Chinese government and is currently developing digital drivers 
licenses for use in the United States. Idemia even created the Khushi Baby identification necklaces with 
embedded microchips that Gavi CEO Seth Berkley touted in his Nature article. Unsurprisingly, the company 
receives support from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation through its involvement in the GSMA Inclusive 
Tech Lab. 


And now, Gates is funding a scheme to retool Aadhaar for a global rollout. 


In 2014, the World Bank created a multi-sector working group to launch the "Identification for Development 
Initative," or ID4D, which aims to "support progress toward identification systems using 21st century solutions." 
The World Bank cites goal 16.9 of the UN Agenda 2030 Sustainable Development Goals—vowing to "provide 
legal identity for all, including birth registration" in the next 10 years—as the basis for its initiative. 


But ID4D was little more than a pipe dream until 2016, when the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation provided 
"catalytic contributions" to launch the ID4D Multi-Donor Trust Fund, which enticed the UK, French and 
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Australian governments, along with the Omidyar Network, into a partnership aiming to "shape global 
approaches and a shared vision on identification." 


Unsurprisingly, this World Bank ID4D initiative includes Nandar Nilekani—Gates' partner and the chief 
architect of Aadhaar—on its advisory council and Gates has said that he is funding the World Bank "to take this 
Aadhaar approach to other countries." 


This headlong rush to capture the biometric details and assign digital identification to every person on earth is 
sold to the public under the guise of "financial inclusion." The poorest people on the planet have trouble 
accessing financial services and receiving government aid because they don't have official government 
identification papers. In this formulation, being issued a government ID—having one's biometric details 
registered, tracked and databased by the government—is a "human right" that must be "secured." 


It should be no surprise by this point that this "human right" also has direct benefits for big business and for the 
entities that are looking to exert greater control over the human population. 


Gates provided insight into the real purpose of this identification control grid in a speech at the Financial 
Inclusion Forum hosted by the US Treasury in 2015. 


GATES: Every country really needs to look through these KYC—know your customer—trules to make sure that 
customers are able to prove who they are. But of course in many countries you don't have any type of ID system. 
And the lack of an ID system is a problem, not just for the payment system, but also for voting and health and 
education and taxation. And so it's a wonderful thing to go in and create a broad identification system. 


Again, India is a very interesting example of this, where the Aadhaar system, which is a 12-digit identifier that's 
correlated to biometric measures, is becoming pervasive throughout the country and will be the foundation for 
how we bring this low-cost switch to every mobile phone user in India. The same type of thing is happening now 
in in Pakistan and there's early beginnings of creating these ID programs in Africa as well. 


We expect to be able to use the IDs so that when you show up for any government service—say, you walk into a 
primary health clinic—we'll be able to take that bio ID very quickly and bring up your electronic health record. 
Even if you've moved from one part of the country to the other, you will be well tracked and well served without 
nearly as much paperwork or waiting. And so the ID system is foundational. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates at the Financial Inclusion Forum, December 1, 2015 


The ID control grid is an essential part of the digitization of the economy. And although this is being sold as an 

opportunity for "financial inclusion" of the world's poorest in the banking system provided by the likes of Gates 
and his banking and business associates, it is in fact a system for financial exclusion. Exclusion of any person or 
transaction that does not have the approval of the government or the payment providers. 


GATES: Once financial flows go underground—where you have lots of legitimate transactions mixed in with 
the ones you want to track—and once they're going over a digital system that the US has no connection to, it's 


far more difficult to find the transactions that you want to be aware of or that you want to block. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates at the Financial Inclusion Forum, December 1, 2015 


And, once again, this is no mere theoretical talk from Gates. He has been intimately involved in this process of 
switching the world over to a digital payment grid tied to biometric identity. 
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In 2012, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation helped found the "Better Than Cash Alliance," which brings 
together governments, international organizations and the private sector "to accelerate the transition from cash to 
digital payments globally." 


And, when the Indian government made a bold move to demonetize large amounts of its circulating currency in 
order to draw off-the-books funds back under the purview of the Indian tax office, there was Gates to praise the 
move as an important step toward the creation of a brave new digital economy, tied, of course, to the Aadhaar ID 
grid. 


GATES: The bold move to demonetize high value denominations and replace them with new notes with higher 
security features is an important step to move away from a shadow economy to an even more transparent 
economy. And digital transactions really I think will rise dramatically here. In fact, I think in the next several 
years India will become the most digitized economy. Not just by size but by percentage as well. All of the pieces 
are now coming together. 


One piece of this that we enjoyed consulting with the government on, making sure it comes together in the right 
way, is the pending roll out of payment banks. This for the first time really will mean that you have full currency 
capability on those digital phones. Once you have that digital infrastructure, the whole way you think about 
government benefits can be done differently. [. . .] Over time, all of these transactions will create a footprint and 
so when you go in for credit the ability to access the history that you’ve paid your utility bills on time, that 
you’ve saved up money for your children’s education, all of those things in your digital trail, accessed in an 
appropriate way will allow the credit market to properly score the risk and therefore loosen up more money for 
investments, not only in the agricultural sector but for all the entrepreneurs in the country. 


makers 


The different parts of this population control grid fit together like pieces of a jigsaw puzzle. The vaccination 
drive ties into the biometric identity drive which ties into the cashless society drive. 


In Gates' vision, everyone will receive the government-mandated vaccinations, and everyone will have their 
biometric details recorded in nationally administered, globally integrated digital IDs. These digital identities will 
be tied to all of our actions and transactions, and, if and when they are deemed illegal, they will simply be shut 
off by the government—or even the payment providers themselves. 


The Indian experiment in pioneering this biometric digital economy—an experiment with which Gates has been 
so intimately involved—also provides a perfect example of just how such a system will be abused. 


In January 2018, a report in The Tribune revealed that all of the details, including the name, address, postal code, 
photo, phone number and email, of all billion-plus Aadhaar-registered Indians, was available for purchase on 
WhatsApp for 500 rupees, or about USD$7. The Unique Identification Authority of India that administers the 
Aadhaar scheme was then forced to admit that approximately 210 websites, including websites of the central 
government and state government departments, were displaying the list of government beneficiaries, along with 
their name, address, other details and Aadhaar numbers. 


Even more worryingly, newly obtained documents show that the Indian government is integrating Aadhaar- 
collected data to create a "360-degree database" that will "automatically track when a citizen moves between 
cities, changes jobs, or buys new property" and integrate that data into a real-time geo-spatial database built by 
the country’s space agency, ISRO. 
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Only the most willfully obtuse could claim to be unable to see the nightmarish implications for this type of all- 
seeing, all-pervasive society, where every transaction and every movement of every citizen is monitored, 
analyzed, and databased in real-time by the government. And Bill Gates is one of those willfully obtuse people. 


SHEREEN BAHN: A current debate that's on in India and globally as well [is] around data. Now, you've been 
an advocate of Aadhaar, you've supported it, you've defended it. And I think that the questions arise not on on 
whether it's a good idea or not, but whether it should be made mandatory for every citizen for every service 
possible. Because it was envisaged as people accessing government subsidy, using the Aadhaar card to avoid 
duplication and leakages. The question, then, is that India today is still grappling with putting in place a privacy 
framework, a privacy regulation, a data protection regulation. In that context, then, does it make sense, even 
though the matter is in court today, to link Aadhaar to every possible service? 


GATES: Well, Aadhar is just something that avoids you pretending to be somebody else. That, you know, you 
can have, you know, fake people on the government payroll. Aadhaar, you know, prevents you being on that 
payroll as as a ghost worker. It prevents you from collecting things that you shouldn't collect or accessing a 
health record you shouldn't have access to. 


So the basic Aadhaar mechanism is an identity mechanism. And so it's too bad if somebody thinks that because 
Aadhaar is there that in and of itself creates a privacy problem. 


SOURCE: Future Ready with Bill Gates (Exclusive Interview) | Bill Gates & Melinda Gates: The 
Philanthropists 


Gates' response is, of course, disingenuous. The very purpose of a globally integrated ID grid and cashless 
payment architecture is to remove privacy from our lives. 


It should be no surprise, then, that this man who is not concerned about the privacy implications of a global, real- 
time electronic ID and digital payments grid, is also a prime investor in EarthNow LLC, a company promising to 
"deploy a large constellation of advanced imaging satellites that will deliver real-time, continuous video of 
almost anywhere on Earth." 


No, this Gates-driven agenda is not about money. It is about control. Control over every aspect of our daily lives, 
from where we go, to who we meet, to what we buy and what we do. 


The irony is that this billionaire "philanthropist," so often depicted as a cartoon superhero for his dazzling 
generosity, actually resembles nothing so much as a comic book supervillain, right down to the use of his vast 


wealth to sponsor Harvard University research into dimming the sun by spraying particles into the stratosphere. 


But once again, we are driven back to the question. Who is this person? What ideology is driving this quest for 
control? And what is the end goal of this quest? 


Who is Bill Gates? 
Part Four: Meet Bill Gates 


Computer whiz kid. Talented software developer. Shrewd businessman. Benevolent philanthropist. Global health 
expert. 


There can be no doubt that Bill Gates has worn many hats on his remarkable journey from his early life as the 
privileged son of a Seattle-area power couple to his current status as one of the richest and most influential 
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people on the planet. But, as we have seen in our exploration of Gates' rise as unelected global health czar and 
population control advocate, the question of who Bill Gates really is is no mere philosophical pursuit. 


Given that we are currently living through a crisis that has been "predicted" by Bill Gates, which is triggering a 
response from the global health organizations that the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation has bankrolled, and 
driving us toward a vaccination and biometric ID "solution" which Bill Gates has been working on for years, the 
answer to the question "Who Is Bill Gates?" is quickly becoming one of the most important questions of our 


lives. That answer will not only tell us about the world that we are living in, but about the one that we are being 
thrust into .. . and how we can avoid it. 


Today we will attempt to answer that question as we examine the motives, the ideology, and the connections of 
this man who has been so instrumental in shaping the post-coronavirus world. 


Meet Bill Gates. 

You're tuned into The Corbett Report. 

So who is Bill Gates? 

Some argue that he's a genius who leveraged his natural computer savvy into a billion-dollar fortune. 

JANE PAULEY: You're called a genius and I will—well, no, I don't think that embarrassed you at all. They call 
you a genius. Part of your genius is that you are a computer whiz, and the other is that you did have the business 
acumen to turn it into a working company. Are you a business genius, too? 

GATES: Well, I wouldn't say "genius." 

SOURCE: Watch 28-year-old Bill Gates explain why he didn’t see himself as a genius 

Others insist that he is a visionary who changed our lives with his foresight and bold imagination. 

ALAN GARBER: Bill had a vision—and I understand it went back even then—that computing would be 
ubiquitous. It would be part of all of our lives. And, indeed, as you all know, he executed on that vision. And the 


world today has changed so dramatically in large part due to the work that Bill has done throughout the years. 


SOURCE: A Conversation with Bill Gates' Q&A at Harvard University 


He has been hailed as a shrewd executive who built the Microsoft empire with his remarkable talent for business. 
JAMES WALLACE: When the biographers and historians write the history of the 20th century, Bill Gates is 
going to go down as the best businessman of our century, and Microsoft as one of the greatest companies of the 
20th century. 

SOURCE: Biography: Bill Gates 


And he has been praised as a philanthropist who is selflessly devoting his wealth to improving the lives of 
people around the world. 
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JESSE KORNBLUTH.: Bill, even your harshest critic would have to admit that your philanthropy work is, you 
know, planet-shaking incredible and could be, if you make it, a second act so amazing that it would dwarf what 
you've actually done at Microsoft. [APPLAUSE] 


SOURCE: Steve Jobs and Bill Gates Face Off 


But, like anyone of his status, he has his detractors. In the 1990s he was often portrayed as the greedy head of the 
evil Microsoft monopoly. 


BENJAMIN WOOLEY: Bill Gates isn't content with his Windows system running just a few PCs. He wants it 
to run the world, spreading like a computer virus into our faxes, our phones, our TV sets, and, yes, even our 
toasters. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates on the dawn of the Internet 


But in the age of the coronavirus crisis, he is most often treated like some sort of epidemiologist or leading 
health researcher. 


ANDERSON COOPER: Back here with us once again to talk about this, as well as testing, treatments and 
more: Bill Gates, co-chair of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. Bill, thanks so much for being back with 
us. It's been a little over a month since you were here and at that time you said the US had not hit its peak. So at 
this point do you think we have peaked and where do you think we are right now in kind of the arc of the 
pandemic? 


SOURCE: Bill Gates says US system produces ‘bogus’ testing numbers 


But in truth, none of these perspectives are accurate. 


Microsoft's big break famously came from a deal to provide software for IBM as they moved into the personal 
computer market. But the deal was not the result of Gates' technical genius or amazing business acumen. As has 
been quietly admitted by IBM executives in the years since, Microsoft was given their shot at the chance to work 
with "Big Blue" as a result of Gates' mother's relationship with IBM CEO John Opel. 


GORAN MILIC: You remember your partnership of IBM and Bill Gates? How did it break up? 


EDWARD ANDRUS: I do remember very well, actually. Bill Gates at the time at the beginning of our 
relationship with them was living on pizza and Pepsi Cola in Albuquerque, New Mexico. And his mother 
happened to be on the United Way board with our chairman and asked our chairman to help him. And you know, 
when the chairman comes in and tells you to go help this kid, nine hundred people get on the plane Monday 
morning and they all go down to try to help Bill Gates. 


Leal 
So I don't see Bill Gates as this great, creative person. I see him as an opportunist. And, in fact, in those days 


there was a lot of sharing of software code. People gave it away in Silicon Valley; they would share everything. 
He came in and he tried to control everything and put a price on it. 


SOURCE: Idemo u Ameriku 2 
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Computer historians have long known how the basis for what became MS-DOS was not Bill Gates' brilliant 
imagination, but QDOS, a "Quick and Dirty Operating System" that had been thrown together by Tim Patterson, 
a worker at Seattle Computer Products, as a placeholder until he could sell a proper operating system to his 
customers. And as even Gates himself admitted, the breakthrough Graphical User Interface that became the basis 
for Windows was ripped off from the researchers at the Xerox Palo Alto Research Center. 


As Bill would say after Apple unsuccessfully sued Microsoft for copyright infringement over Windows’ GUI: 
“Hey, Steve, just because you broke into Xerox’s house before I did and took the TV doesn’t mean I can’t go in 
later and take the stereo.” 


SOURCE: Paul Allen, idea Man (p. 156) 


And, as Gates also admits, it is not a spirit of selfless generosity that motivates his interest in vaccines and other 
lucrative health interventions. 


BECKY QUICK: I'd like to talk to you about your approach to vaccinations. You wrote something recently, 
and, like you always do, you kind of looked at the problem from a scientific and business perspective on things. 
You've invested 10 billion dollars in vaccinations over the last two decades, and you figured out the return on 
investment for that. It kind of stunned me. Can you walk us through the math? 


[...] 


BILL GATES: You know, we see a phenomenal track record. It's been a hundred billion overall that the world's 
put in—our foundation is a bit more than 10 billion—but we feel there's been over a 20-to-one return. So if you 
just look at the economic benefits, that's a pretty strong number compared to anything else. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates: My ‘best investment’ turned $10 billion into $200 billion worth of economic benefit 


As we have seen, Gates' "philanthropic" investment scheme has paid off well, with his $50 billion net worth 
having ballooned to over $100 billion after his decade of "altruism" in the vaccine market. As critics of his 
foundation have repeatedly pointed out, the 9,000,000 people who die every year of hunger would be best served 
by securing food supplies, running water and other basic necessities, not costly medical interventions for rare 
diseases. But there is no return on investment to be made from that kind of charity. 


No, this is not about charity. It is about control. The population control grid that Gates has been quietly funding 
into existence for the past decade—a biometric identification system tied to a digital payments infrastructure that 
will be used to track, catalogue and control every movement, every transaction and every interaction of every 
citizen—is just now coming into view. 


But the real question is: Why is he doing this? What drives a man like Bill Gates, a man rich beyond the wildest 
dreams of avarice, to spend his time and invest his fortune in schemes to control the population? To find the 
answer to that question, we have to examine Gates' family background. 


Bill Gates, it should not be surprising to learn, was born into money. His great-grandfather, J. W. Maxwell, was 
the president of National City Bank in Seattle. His grandfather, Willard, was also a banker, and his grandmother, 
Adele, a prominent Seattle civic leader. 


Bill Gates' mother, Mary Maxwell Gates, was a scion of the Maxwell banking family and, by all accounts, as 
hard-driving as her forebears. She served as a director of several companies, including First Interstate Bancorp 
and KIRO-TV of Seattle. She served as a regent at the University of Washington. And she was appointed to the 
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board of the United Way of America, where, as we have seen, she persuaded IBM CEO John Opel to help her 
son in his fledgling software development career. 


Bill's father, William H. Gates, Sr., was a prominent Seattle-area lawyer. He co-founded a powerful law and 
lobbying firm, helped Howard Schultz in his bid to buy Starbucks, served on the boards of numerous companies 
and organizations, and, along the way, had a profound influence on his son's life and career. 


GATES: My dad was a large presence, both physically and in terms of his wisdom. He worked very hard, so 
he'd leave in the mornings, often before we had breakfast, and get home in time for dinner. I always looked up to 
my dad in terms of how hard he worked. 


At the dinner table my dad would go through various lawsuits and expect us to follow along. He had high 
expectations. 


SOURCE: Celebrating My Father’s 90th Birthday 


The young Bill Gates—technically "William H. Gates III," although his card-playing family dubbed him 
"Trey"—learned much from his parents. From his mother's banking family he inherited a "nose for the dollar," as 
one childhood friend's father called it. From his hard-driving legal-minded father, he learned the value of 
legalizing business arrangements. As a child, he even had a legal contract drawn up to grant him the use of his 
older sisters' baseball mitt. 


These traits would not earn him many friends, but they served him well as he began to bring order to the 
anarchic software development community of the 1970s. At that time, software for the brand new personal 
computer market was the realm of computer hobbyists—people whose excitement about the microcomputer 
revolution and love of engineering and problem-solving led them to develop and share code freely with each 
other. 


But this was no good for the young Bill Gates, who, even before Microsoft was off the ground, was already 
dreaming of commoditizing this hobby and turning it into the basis of a business empire. In 1976, with the ink 
still wet on Microsoft's first contract with Micro Instrumentation and Telemetry Systems of Albuquerque, New 
Mexico, the then-21-year-old Gates wrote an Open Letter to Hobbyists excoriating the early computer 
enthusiasts, who represented his main market, for sharing Microsoft's code for Altair BASIC. 


As the majority of hobbyists must be aware, most of you steal your software. Hardware must be paid for, but 
software is something to share. Who cares if the people who worked on it get paid? 


Is this fair? [. . .] The royalty paid to us, the manual, the tape and the overhead make it a break-even operation. 
One thing you do do is prevent good software from being written. Who can afford to do professional work for 
nothing? What hobbyist can put 3-man [sic] years into programming, finding all bugs, documenting his product 
and distribute for free? The fact is, no one besides us has invested a lot of money in hobby software. We have 
written 6800 BASIC, and are writing 8080 APL and 6800 APL, but there is very little incentive to make this 
software available to hobbyists. Most directly, the thing you do is theft. 


SOURCE: Open Letter to Hobbyists 


The letter was awkward and tone-deaf, as many people have described the young Bill Gates in his social 
interactions. It heaped vitriol on the very people who would be the customers of any future business and tried to 
change an established culture of sharing software code merely by decree. Even Apple Computers, which would 
go on to be one of the prime purveyors of "walled garden" systems that restrict users’ ability to control their own 
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computers, scored an easy marketing victory by responding to Gates' angry letter with a reminder that "Yes, 
Folks, Apple BASIC is Free!" 


But the gauntlet was thrown down, and Gates would have his way. Although freeware and other forms of open 
source software development still exist, the establishment of software code as legally protected intellectual 
property has led to the rise of billionaires like Gates. 


A "nose for the dollar" and a knowledge of how to use the legal system to get what you want were not the only 
things to emerge from Bill Gates' childhood, however. His parents also encouraged discussion about the family's 
charity work and the causes they held close to their heart. 


As Gates revealed to Bill Moyers in 2003, those causes included "the population issue" which sparked a lifelong 
interest in "reproductive health." 


GATES: One issue that really grabbed me as urgent were issues related to population . . . reproductive health. 
MOYERS: But did you come to reproductive issues as an intellectual? 


GATES: When I was growing up, my parents were always involved in various volunteer things. My dad was 
head of Planned Parenthood. And it was very controversial to be involved with that. 


SOURCE: A Conversation with Bill Gates: Making a Healthier World for Children and Future Generations 


Gates tips his hand when he equates "issues related to population" with "reproductive health." The topic is 
particularly controversial, because "population control" and "reproductive health" have been used for half a 
century as a euphemism for eugenics, the discredited pseudoscience that holds that certain families are fit to be 
leaders of society by virtue of their superior genes. 


As we saw in "Why Big Oil Conquered the World," eugenics was a field named and codified by Francis Galton, 
cousin of Charles Darwin. Ostensibly concerned with heredity and what would later be known as genetics, the 
eugenicists believed that the rich and powerful were rich and powerful not because of luck or chance or 
happenstance, and certainly not from the deployment of cutthroat business tactics and underhanded dealings; no, 
the rich and powerful had attained their status because they came from "better stock." Conversely, the poor were 
poor because of their "defective germ plasm." 


As transparent as it seems to us today that this ideology was a self-serving self-justification for the ruling class, it 
was quickly taken up as the great social crusade of the early 20th century. From Teddy Roosevelt to H. G. Wells 
to Julian Huxley to Winston Churchill, there was widespread support for the eugenicist notion that society must 
strive to make sure that the rich and "well-born" breed as much as possible, and the poor, infirm, and "feeble- 
minded" be prevented from having children. 


A common eugenicist argument was that the scarce resources of society should not be used to support the lower 
classes, as that only encouraged more of their kind. Instead, life-saving medical care and intervention should be 
rationed so that those resources can be best put to use elsewhere. So-called negative eugenicists even took things 
further, with some, like famed playwright George Bernard Shaw, calling for people to be called before a state- 
appointed board to justify their existence or be put to death. 


GEORGE BERNARD SHAW: [. . .] But there are an extraordinary number of people whom I want to kill. Not 
in any unkind or personal spirit, but it must be evident to all of you — you must all know half a dozen people, at 
least—who are no use in this world. Who are more trouble than they are worth. And I think it would be a good 
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thing to make everybody come before a properly appointed board, just as he might come before the income tax 
commissioner, and, say, every five years, or every seven years, just put him there, and say: “Sir, or madam, now 
will you be kind enough to justify your existence?” 


SOURCE: George Bernard Shaw talking about capital punishment 


But, in the post-WWII era, as the name of eugenics became tarred by association with the Nazi atrocities, the 
talk of death panels and other harsh eugenicist notions was dropped from public conversation. Now, the quest to 
reduce the size of the poor population was spoken of as "population control" and "reproductive health." Still, 
occasionally, these old negative eugenics ideas are revisited in moments of candor. 


GATES: You're raising tuitions at the University of California as rapidly as they [sic] can and so the access that 
used to be available to the middle class or whatever is just rapidly going away. That's a trade-off society's 
making because of very, very high medical costs and a lack of willingness to say, you know, "Is spending a 
million dollars on that last three months of life for that patient—would it be better not to lay off those 10 
teachers and to make that trade off in medical cost?" But that's called the "death panel" and you're not supposed 
to have that discussion. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates: End-of-Life Care vs. Saving Teachers’ Jobs 


It is worth questioning why this man, who openly muses about death panels and the trade-offs of providing 
health care to the elderly, is to be taken completely at face value in his attempts to slow population growth in the 
third world or to handle a coronavirus health crisis that primarily affects the elderly. 


That the Gates agenda is being driven by a eugenicist ideology is suggested by multiple lines of evidence, both 
historical and current. 


As we have also seen in "Why Big Oil Conquered the World," the Rockefeller family was instrumental in 
funding and promoting eugenics, both in America and overseas. 


The Rockefellers helped fund the Eugenics Record Office. 


The founding director of the Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research, William Welch, sat on the ERO’s board 
and helped direct its activities. 


The Rockefellers sponsored the studies of the eugenics researchers at the Kaiser Wilhelm Institutes in Germany, 
including Ernst Riidin, who would go on to draft Nazi Germany's forced sterilization law. 


And, when the American Eugenics Society became embarrassed of its own name, its long-time director, 
Frederick Osborne, merely took over as president of the Rockefeller-founded Population Council. 


This dedication to the cause of "public health" did not escape the approving gaze of Bill Gates, Sr. In a chapter 
of his 2009 book, Showing Up for Life, called "Walking With Giants," he writes admiringly of the Rockefellers 
and their influence in the field: 


Every corner we’ve turned in the field of global health, we’ve found that the Rockefellers were already there and 
had been there for years. 


When we committed to childhood immunization we found ourselves building on efforts the Rockefeller 
Foundation had helped launch and fund in the 1980s. 
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When we became interested in fighting malaria and tuberculosis, we learned that the Rockefellers had been 
studying the prevention and treatment of such diseases around the globe for, in some cases, as long as a hundred 
years. 


A similar dynamic held true in the case of HIV/AIDS. 


A lesson we learned from studying and working with the Rockefellers is that to succeed in pursuing audacious 
goals you need like-minded partners with whom to collaborate. 


And we learned that such goals are not prizes claimed by the short-winded. The Rockefellers stay with tough 
problems for generations. 


SOURCE: William H. Gates. Showing Up for Life (pp. 158-159) 


As Gates, Sr., suggests, it is by working with "like-minded partners" that such "great" achievements in the field 
of global health can be made. For the Gates, these like-minded partners include the Rockefellers themselves. Bill 
Gates, Sr., got to discuss global health, agriculture and environment with the likes of David Rockefeller, Sr., and 
David Rockefeller, Jr., at a meeting on "Philanthropy in a Global Century" at Rockefeller University campus in 
2000. And Bill Gates, as we have seen, co-hosted a meeting on reducing the population with David Rockefeller 
in 2009. 


But the most salacious hints of a deeper agenda are not to be found in the Gates' public associations, but in the 
associations that they have tried to hide from the public. 


STEPHANIE RUHLE: Jeffrey Epstein may be dead, but this story isn't. A shocking new report from The New 
York Times sheds light on the connection between Microsoft founder Bill Gates and the late Jeffrey Epstein. 
After Gates' name came up in connection with Epstein and MIT Media Lab, Gates gave a statement to The Wall 
Street Journal where he insisted he did not have any business relationship or friendship with Epstein. But a new 
report outlines conversations with Gates and Epstein and a conversation with Bill and Melinda Gates' 
Foundation. A connection between their foundation and JPMorgan Chase to set up a charitable fund to benefit 
Epstein. You know what I want to know: Why? 


SOURCE: NYT: Bill Gates Repeatedly Met With Jeffrey Epstein | Velshi & Ruhle | MSNBC 


Beginning in August of last year, a string of information connecting Bill Gates to convicted sex offender Jeffrey 
Epstein began to emerge. 


Flight logs revealed that Gates had flown on Jeffrey Epstein's private jet. 


An email surfaced showing disgraced MIT Media Lab Director Joi Ito—who resigned from his position after it 
was discovered that he had helped cover up Jeffrey Epstein's identity as an "anonymous" donor to the lab— 
informing his staff that a $2 million donation to the lab in 2014 was a "gift from Bill Gates directed by Jeffrey 
Epstein." 


As the story gained momentum, Gates tried to downplay the relationship, with a Gates spokesperson protesting 
that Gates "didn't know it was Epstein's plane," and Gates himself insisting that "I didn’t have any business 
relationship or friendship with [Epstein]." 
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This was immediately contradicted by The New York Times, who reported in October of 2012 that Gates had in 
fact met with Epstein on multiple occasions, even going so far as to discuss the creation of a multibillion dollar 
charitable fund with seed money from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and JPMorgan Chase. 


According to the Times, Gates emailed his colleagues about Epstein in 2011: “His lifestyle is very different and 
kind of intriguing although it would not work for me.” 


Epstein's will even named Boris Nikolic—a Harvard-trained immunologist who served as the chief scientific 
advisor to both Microsoft and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and who appears in the sole publicly 
known photo of Epstein and Gates' 2011 meeting at Epstein's Manhattan mansion—as the backup executor of 
Epstein's estate. 


It is not difficult to see why Gates would try to distance himself from his relationship with a child sex trafficker. 
Epstein, after all, is suspected of ensnaring high-ranking politicians, businessmen and even royalty in an 
intelligence-directed "honeypot" operation, recording them in the act of sexually abusing underage girls and 
using that evidence as blackmail. 


But, as it turns out, the attempt to suppress the Gates-Epstein story may have been an attempt to suppress the 
revelation of an altogether different shared interest. 


KRISTEN DAHLGREN: Sources say several accusers have come forward in New Mexico, where Epstein 
owns a sprawling ranch. According to a new report published in The New York Times—not verified by NBC 
News—Epstein wanted to use the ranch for controlled breeding, using his DNA to improve humanity. Citing two 
award-winning scientists and an advisor to large companies and wealthy individuals, the article reports Epstein 
surrounded himself with leading scientists and would tell them he wanted to have 20 women impregnated at a 
time on the ranch. 


SOURCE: Jeffrey Epstein Had Plan To Father Dozens Of Children, Report Says | TODAY 


The already scarcely believable Jeffrey Epstein story took another bizarre turn in August of 2019, when it was 
reported that Epstein "Hoped to Seed the Human Race With His DNA." As The New York Times explained, 
Epstein's plan to impregnate 20 women at a time at his New Mexico ranch in order to "seed the human race with 
his DNA"—a plan he told to a number of the "scientific luminaries" he kept in his orbit—put a modern gloss on 
a very old idea: 


Mr. Epstein’s vision reflected his longstanding fascination with what has become known as transhumanism: the 
science of improving the human population through technologies like genetic engineering and artificial 
intelligence. Critics have likened transhumanism to a modern-day version of eugenics, the discredited field of 
improving the human race through controlled breeding. 


SOURCE: Jeffrey Epstein, Surrounded by Scientific Luminaries, Hoped to Seed Human Race With His DNA 


Epstein's interest in genetics led him to sponsor a number of scientists working in the field, including George 
Church, a Harvard geneticist whose lab received funding from Epstein's foundation from 2005 to 2007 for 
"cutting edge science." Church publicly apologized for his connection to Epstein, which included several 
meetings a year from 2014 onward. This was neither the first nor the last time that this unassuming Harvard 
biologist, whose "cutting edge science" often strays into controversial areas, caused a public scandal. In 2019, 
Church proposed a "genetics dating app" which was immediately denounced as applied eugenics. 


Church also acted as scientific advisor to Editas Medicine, a startup seeking to use the genome-editing tool, 
CRISPR-Cas9, to eliminate diseases by deleting the parts of a genetic code responsible for the illness. In 2015, 
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the company announced it had raised $120 million from a group led by Epstein's appointed backup executor, Dr. 
Boris Nikolic. Naturally, that group of investors included Bill Gates. 


Yes, Bill Gates is certainly following his father's advice to collaborate with "like-minded partners." 


So, the question remains: Is Bill Gates motivated by eugenics? Given that eugenics went underground over half a 
century ago, we are unlikely ever to unearth a frank admission along those lines from Gates himself. After all, 
there are no longer any card-carrying members of the American Eugenics Society; the society was rebranded in 
the 1970s when, as the society's founder noted, "it became evident that changes of a eugenic nature would be 
made for reasons other than eugenics, and that tying a eugenic label on them would more often hinder than help 
their adoption." 


But there was an American Eugenics Society in the 1920s, and it just so happened to boast a "William H. Gates" 
on its member roster. But perhaps that is just a coincidence. 


And there was an American Eugenics Society in the 1960s, when William H. Gates II was preceded as head of 
Planned Parenthood by Alan Guttmacher, who simultaneously served as the Director of the American Eugenics 


Society. 


And perhaps it was coincidence that the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation organized their London Summit on 
Family Planning, at which the Gates recommitted themselves to funding population control in the third world, in 
July 2012, on the anniversary of the First International Eugenics Congress, held in London exactly 100 years 
prior. 


And perhaps it is reaching to compare the young Bill Gates' dating preferences to the genetic-based dating 
favored by modern-day eugenicists. 


JAMES WALLACE: I interviewed several women who had dated Bill just briefly and one told me the very 
first question Bill asked her was: "What did you score on your SAT test?" You know, this is not exactly what a 
young woman wants to hear. For Bill Gates, though . . . He had scored a perfect 800 on his math portion of the 
SAT and this was a matter of pride with him. And he wanted to make sure whoever he was dating, you know, 
had scored a pretty high grade. 


SOURCE: Biography: Bill Gates 


No, we cannot expect an answer about Bill Gates true motives to come from Gates himself. By this point the 
question of Bill Gates' intentions has been buried under the combined weight of hundreds of millions of dollars 
of paid PR spin. Like the Rockefellers before them, the Gates have long since learned the secret of enlarging 
their family fortune—not to mention their control over the human population—by donning the mask of 
philanthropy. 


There are many perspectives on Bill Gates; depending on who you ask, he is a computer savant, a genius 
businessman, or a saintly philanthropist. But all of these perspectives have been brought to you through PR 
outlets founded or funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. Bill Gates is no longer a subject for 
historians but hagiographers. 


Now we must confront the question of why this man is motivated to build such a web of control—control over 
our public health agencies— 
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GATES: And for all 193 member states, you must make vaccines a high priority in your health systems, to 
ensure that all your children have access to existing vaccines now—and to new vaccines as they become 
available. 

SOURCE: BILL GATES TO WORLD HEALTH ASSEMBLY: IMMUNIZE EVERY CHILD 


Control over our identities— 


GATES: And the lack of an ID system is a problem, not just for the payment system, but also for voting and 
health and education and taxation. And so it’s a wonderful thing to go in and create a broad identification system 


SOURCE: Bill Gates at the Financial Inclusion Forum, December 1, 2015 


Control over our transactions— 
GATES: Once financial flows go underground—where you have lots of legitimate transactions mixed in with 
the ones you want to track—and once they’re going over a digital system that the US has no connection to, it’s 


far more difficult to find the transactions that you want to be aware of or that you want to block. 


SOURCE: Bill Gates at the Financial Inclusion Forum, December 1, 2015 


And even control over our bodies— 


GATES: We’re gonna have this intermediate period of opening up, and it won’t be normal until we get an 
amazing vaccine to the entire world. 


SOURCE: Watch CNBC’s full interview with Microsoft co-founder Bill Gates on the coronavirus pandemic 
and his work toward a vaccine 


We must confront the possibility that this quest for control comes not from a selfless spirit of generosity that 
never seemed to exist before he became a multi-billionaire, but from the same drive for money, the same desire 
for domination and the same sense of superiority that motivated him on his way up the corporate ladder. 


But if the answer to the question "Who is Bill Gates" is "Bill Gates is a eugenicist," that tells us some important 
things about the world that we are living in. 


It tells us that Gates is deceiving the public into supporting his takeover of the world with a false front of 
philanthropy. 


It tells us that the goal of the Gates, like the goal of the Rockefellers before them, is not to improve the world for 
humankind, but to improve the world for their kind. 


And most importantly, it tells us that Bill Gates is no comic-book supervillain, single-handedly directing all of 
the chaos that is unfolding in the world or single-handedly bringing his own order to that chaos. 


No, if Bill Gates is a eugenicist, driven by a belief in the superiority of himself and his fellow wealthy elitists, 
then what we are facing is not one man, or even one family, but an ideology. 


This is not a trivial point. One man, whatever his wealth, can be stopped easily enough. But even if Bill Gates 
were to be thrown in jail tomorrow, the agenda that has already been set in motion would continue without 
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missing a beat. An entire infrastructure of researchers, labs, corporations, governmental agencies and public 
health bodies exists, funded more often than not by Gates, but driven by the belief of all those millions of people 
working for these various entities that they are truly working in the best interest of the people. 


No, an ideology cannot be stopped by stopping one man. It can only be stopped when enough people learn the 
truth about this agenda and the world of total, pervasive control that is coming into view. 


If you have watched all four parts of this exploration on Bill Gates, then you are now one of the most informed 
people on the planet about the true nature of this agenda. You have seen how the takeover of public health has 
been used to railroad the world into a headlong rush toward mandatory vaccinations, biometric identification and 
digital payments. You have seen how the pieces of this puzzle fit together, and how they represent a far greater 
threat to the future of humanity than any virus. 


Here is the good news: Armed with this information, you have the antidote to the scourge of this eugenicist 
ideology. The truth is that ideologies are viruses of the mind; they spread from person to person, infecting them 
with ideas that can lead to a disease of the body politic. 


But here is the even greater truth: Inoculations do work. Inoculations of truth against the lies of those spreading 
their poisonous ideology. 


If you have made it this far, it is incumbent on you to help inoculate those around you against the corrupt 
ideology of Bill Gates and all those who seek to control the population of the world. You must help to spread 
this information so that others have a chance to see the bigger picture and decide for themselves whether they are 
willing to roll up their sleeves and accept what is coming, or not. 


But time is not on our side. Even as we speak, mass vaccination campaigns are being prepared: 


ALLISON ARWADY: You know we are already building our plans to vaccinate the whole city of Chicago and 
working with others across the region on a major plan for this. We've bought syringes, we've bought cold boxes, 
we've planned out locations. 


SOURCE: COVID COACH 
Biometric identification schemes and "immunity passports" are already being rolled out: 


CARYN SEIDMAN BECKER: And so while we started with travel, at our core we're a biometric-secure 
identity platform, where it's always been about attaching your identity to your boarding pass at the airport or 
your ticket to get into a sports stadium or your credit card to buy a beer. And so now with the launch of Clear 
Health Pass, it's about attaching your identity to your COVID-related health insights for employers, for 
employees, for customers. 


SOURCE: CLEAR's new Health Pass service to help screen for coronavirus: CEO 
Programs for tracking, tracing, and surveilling the entire population are already being beta-tested: 
DEENA HINSHAW: Today we are launching another useful tool that can supplement the critical detective 


work we are conducting in public health. Alberta Trace Together is a voluntary, secure, mobile contact tracing 
application to help prevent the spread of COVID-19. 


SOURCE: Alberta rolls out COVID-19 contact tracing app 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 247 


And the digital payment infrastructure, the system of financial exclusion that will allow governments to turn off 
our access to the economy at will, is being put into place: 


UHURU KENYATTA: In order to avoid the risk of transmission through physical handling of money, we 
encourage the use of cashless transactions such as mobile money, M-Pesa and otherwise, and credit cards. 


SOURCE: Uhuru: Government encourages cashless transactions to reduce risk of coronavirus transmission 
NICHOLAS THOMPSON: People are using touchless payment systems much more than they're using cash, 


both because we're not interacting with people directly as much anymore and also because cash is kind of 
skeezy. 


SOURCE: A Post-Pandemic Cashless Society? Was Remote NFL Draft a Tech Success? | Tech In :60 
GZERO Media 


We must spread the word about the dark nature of this population control agenda to as many people as we can 
before our ability to speak out against this agenda is taken away for good. 


Thanks to the likes of Bill Gates, the virus of this population control agenda is already here. It is threatening to 
crash the system as we've known it. 


But if Bill Gates has taught us anything, it's how to deal with a virus. 


It's time for a hard reset. 
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The Media Matrix 


By James Corbett* 07/18/2022 - https://www.corbettreport.com/media/ 
Media. It surrounds us. We live our lives in it and through it. We structure our lives around it. But it wasn't 
always this way. So how did we get here? And where is the media technology that increasingly governs our lives 
taking us? This is the story of The Media Matrix 
TRANSCRIPT 
In the beginning, there was the word. The spoken word, that is. 
This word, the written word, didn't come along for countless generations. 


And this word, the printed word, didn't come along for thousands of years after that. 


In fact, we've only had the movable type printing press for about 600 years, but without it our world would be 
unrecognizable. 


From the Renaissance to the Reformation, from the fall of feudalism to the rise of capitalism, from the Scientific 
Revolution to the Industrial Revolution, from the way we order our thoughts to what we choose to think about, 
nothing survived the printing revolution intact. 
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Our world is the world that the printing press has created. 
And that world started with this. [Holds up mirror. | 


VOICEOVER: Media. It surrounds us. We live our lives in it and through it. We structure our lives around it. 
But it wasn't always this way. So how did we get here? And where is the media technology that increasingly 
governs our lives taking us? This is the story of The Media Matrix. 


PART ONE: THE GUTENBERG CONSPIRACY 
You see, in the Middle Ages, mirrors—especially curved mirrors—were fiendishly difficult to make. 


And pilgrim badges—elaborately designed lead or pewter plates with a curved mirror in the middle—were even 
more difficult to make. But in fifteenth-century Germany, they were in hot demand. 


It all goes back to the year 800, when Emperor Charlemagne gifted four holy relics from Jerusalem to the 
Cathedral in Aachen in modern-day Germany: the swaddling clothes and loin cloth of Jesus, Mary's robe, and 
the cloth that held John the Baptist's decapitated head. The relics were thought to have miraculous restorative 
powers. And so, after the Black Death of 1349, they were removed from the Cathedral's golden shrine and put on 
display for the public once every seven years, attracting tens of thousands of pilgrims from across Christendom. 


Soon, the belief developed that a curved mirror could be held up to the relics to capture their miraculous powers 
and bring them back to the pilgrims' home in whatever far-flung land they hailed from. 


Now, the mirror was not a mirror like the ones we're used to today. It was a pilgrim badge and it was one of the 
few mass-manufactured items of the Middle Ages. They were lucrative products to make. So lucrative, in fact, 
that the goldsmiths and stamp cutters of Aachen couldn't keep up with the demand. 


Enter Johannes Gutenberg. Born around the turn of the fifteenth-century to a wealthy family in Mainz, in 
modern-day Germany, Gutenberg—whose father was a companion of the ecclesiastical mint—had a background 
in goldsmithing, coinmaking and metalwork. 


Arriving in Strasbourg in 1434, he thought to put his skills to work on a profitable venture: creating badges for 
the next Aachen Pilgrimage in 1439. There was only one problem: he didn't have the capital to make the badges 
himself. So he entered into a cooperative with three business partners, each of whom ponied up a portion of the 
money required for Gutenberg to start producing the mirrors. 


But just as the pilgrimage approached and it looked like the inventor was going to make a tidy profit for himself 
and his business partners, the Black Death struck again. An outbreak of the plague ravaged the Upper Rhine 
Valley in 1438, postponing the pilgrimage by a year. Gutenberg had already produced a number of the mirrors, 
but his capital was running out. And so he set his sights on a new venture—one so audacious, so revolutionary 
that he made his partners sign a contract swearing them to secrecy before he would let them in on it. 


In fact, so secret was this project that the only reason we know anything at all about it is because one of the 
business partners died and his brother tried to take his place in the cooperative. But after the surviving partners 
refused to let him in on the plot, the would-be co-conspirator sued Gutenberg in Strasbourg court. 


The court documents that survive are themselves cryptic—teferring to the "adventure and art" of "the work" that 
Gutenberg and his partners were engaged in, but never specifying what that work was, exactly. We know that it 
involved presses fastened with screws and engraved "forms" supplied by a local goldsmith, that some quantity of 
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metal had been purchased for the venture, that the work was expected to take five years and—above all—that the 
object of this undertaking be kept a secret. 


Gutenberg and his partners had quite literally entered into a conspiracy. 


And that conspiracy, resulted in this. Now this may not look like much to you. . . and you'd be right. This is a 
pencil sharpener. But the Gutenberg movable type printing press that it's modeled after? Now that truly was a 
work of art. In fact, there's a solid argument to be made that it was one of the most important inventions in 
human history. 


There were many existing ideas and technologies that went into Gutenberg's creation: the screw press, the 
manufacture of paper, the idea of woodblock printing, the development of ink. But it took years of careful 
experimentation to solve the puzzle of how to create a perfect print every time. 


At first glance, it seems straightforward. The type is arranged in a rectangular container and then beaten with ink 
balls. The paper is placed in a leather-covered frame called a "tympan" and covered by a frisket. The tympan is 
then laid on the type and fed into a screw press, which is turned to press the type onto the paper. 


Simple, right? Hardly. 


In fact, every part of the printing process involved years of laborious experimentation: finding the right paper to 
print on, finding the right moisture levels for the paper to absorb the ink, finding the right way to dry the paper, 

finding an ink that wouldn't run off the metal type, finding the right alloy for casting the type, and on and on and 
on. Each problem tested the limits of medieval technology and the limits of Gutenberg's own skill and ingenuity. 


And the result was nothing short of a revolution. 
How so? 
Here, look at this manuscript. What do you see? 


If you lived before Gutenberg, you saw a page of text. A totality. A clump of information. But Gutenberg saw 
something different. His core insight was that a page of text was not a thing in itself, but a collection of letters 
that could be broken apart and rearranged into any other collection of letters. 


From that deceptively simple observation came this. The printed page. Mechanically produced, perfectly 
identical characters that could be arranged into any configuration the printer desires to create any text 
imaginable. 


And that insight birthed the modern world. 


It birthed the era of mass communication. Pre-Gutenberg, there were no books, no pamphlets, no newspapers. In 
fact, in the 50 years before Gutenberg, all the scribes in all of Europe struggled to produce 20,000 laboriously 
hand-copied manuscripts. In the 50 years after Gutenberg? The printers that sprung up around the continent 
churned out 12 million printed books. 


It birthed mass manufacture. Beyond pilgrim badges, there were very few mass-produced items in medieval life. 
Clothes, tools, shelter, manuscripts—everything was handmade. The book accustomed the medieval mind to the 
idea of identical, mechanically produced objects. And the printing press—with its mechanically perfect type— 
prefigured the advances of industrial production. 
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It birthed the Scientific Revolution. The widespread publication of data, the collection of knowledge in widely 
available reference books, the ability to exactly reproduce illustrations—things that we take completely for 
granted today—were a revelation when they appeared in the fifteenth-century and created the conditions for the 
rise of the empirical method. 


It birthed the Reformation. We all know it was Luther and his 95 theses nailed to the church door that launched 


the Reformation, but it was the printing press that allowed Luther's ideas to spread so far, so fast. (And, bonus 
fact: Those theses were addressed to the Archbishop of Mainz, birthplace of Gutenberg's press.) 


The printing press even birthed the nation-state. 


INTERVIEWER: Yes, now how would you describe the the impact of the invention of the printing press? Give 
us some instances of what happened as a consequence of this 


MARSHALL MCLUHAN: It created almost overnight what we call a nationalism, what in effect was a public. 
The old manuscript forms were not sufficiently powerful instruments of technology to create publics in the sense 
that print was able to do. Unified, homogeneous reading publics. 


Everything that we prize in our Western world in matters of individualism, separatism and of a unique point of 
view and private judgment; all those factors are highly favored by the printed word and not really favored by 
other forms of culture like radio or earlier even by manuscript. 


But this stepping up of the fragmented, the private—the individual, the private judgment, the point of view—all 
in fact our whole vocabularies underwent huge change with the arrival of such technology. 


SOURCE: Marshall McLuhan 1965—The Future of Man in the Electric Age 


The world that Gutenberg was born into was this world: the real world. If you learned anything at all about this 
world, you probably learned it from experience, or at least from someone who had that experience. 


But the world that Gutenberg left behind was a world of mass communication. Books were no longer a rare and 
valuable thing, and it was increasingly likely that your information about the world came from someone you 
never met, someone who may have been long dead. 


The movable type printing press didn't just change the way people communicated; it changed what they 
communicated about. 


In a very real sense, the printing press invented "the news." 


Before Gutenberg, "the news" was whatever you managed to gather from your neighbours, what you learned 
from travelers passing through your village, what you heard the town crier yelling through the streets or, at best, 
what you yourself read in the occasional proclamation or edict from the authorities. 


But after the printing press, the news was for the first time collected, organized, printed on a regular basis and 
distributed far and wide. 


In 1605, the world's first newspaper was published in Strasbourg—the same city where Gutenberg was making 
his mirrors for the Aachen pilgrimage a century-and-a-half prior—and soon everyone and their dog was printing 
a newsletter or a pamphlet or a newspaper or a tract. And these ideas were spreading around the world like they 
never had before. 
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For the first time, someone could be reading the exact same news as someone in the next town over... 
JAMES EVAN PILATO OF MEDIAMONARCHY.COM: .. . or someone on the other side of the planet... 
... at the exact same time. 


The printing press united people like never before and the result was an explosion in the spread of ideas, the 
likes of which would not be experienced again for centuries. 


But not everyone was excited about this free flow of information. Entrenched power structures of medieval 
society—the crown, the church, the feudal lords—had persisted for centuries by controlling information and 
suppressing dissent. But as the barriers to new ideas collapsed, so did the old feudal order. 


It's no surprise, then, that wherever the printing press traveled, wherever the new cadre of printers and 
booksellers set up shop, the censors were not far behind. When Lutheran books began appearing in England in 
1520, Cardinal Wolsey was quick to declare that anyone caught with the texts would be subject to heresy laws. 
Not to be outdone, King Henry VII's proclamation "Prohibiting Erroneous Books and Bible Translations" of 
1530 afforded him the power to try readers of these "blasphemous and pestiferous" books in his own dreaded 
Star Chamber. 


Parliament dissolved the Star Chamber in 1641, but they weren't about to give up censorship of the press. They 
just wanted to take the power for themselves, and that's exactly what they did. The Licensing Order of 1643 
outlawed the printing, binding, or sale of books, except by persons licensed under authority of Parliament. 


This prompted John Milton to write the Areopagitica, still recognized today as one of the most influential and 
passionate defenses of freedom of speech in history: 


"Who kills a man kills a reasonable creature, God's image; but he who destroys a good book, kills reason itself, 
kills the image of God, as it were in the eye." 


But even the loftiest language of Milton had little effect in swaying the censors. The Licensing Order was not 
overturned for half-a-century, when the Parliament chose not to renew the act. 


Those in positions of power had good reason to fear the printing press. Gutenberg's invention turned their world 
on its head. Suddenly, people who had been kept apart and largely in ignorance of the world around them had 
been brought into a community of readers; a gigantic societal conversation began, empowering radicals who 
sought to overturn the order that had existed for centuries and helping them to spread their dangerous new ideas 
faster and farther than they ever could have with pen and paper. 


Perhaps it's no surprise, then, that these new ideas would come to their dramatic fruition in one of the most 
literate places on the planet: colonial America. 


By the end of the 18th century, literacy rates in the colonies were upwards of ninety percent, and there were 180 
newspapers being published on the Eastern Seaboard, twice as many as in England, a country with twice the 
population. 


The colonists' appetite for books and learning was celebrated far and wide. In 1772, the Reverend Jacob Duché 
wrote of the colonies: "Almost every man is a reader. [. . .] The poorest laborer upon the shores of the Delaware 
thinks himself entitled to deliver his sentiment in matters of religion or politics with as much freedom as the 
gentlemen or scholar [. . .] such is the prevailing taste for books of every kind." 
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Just four years later, in 1776, Thomas Paine would publish Common Sense, a 47-page pamphlet that was to take 
those colonies by storm. In the first three months of its publication, a staggering 120,000 copies of the book had 
been sold; by the end of the year, it had sold 500,000 copies, or one pamphlet for every five men, women and 
children in the colonies. To put that in perspective, adjusted for population, Common Sense would be the 


thirteenth best-selling book of all time. 


But this wasn't any ordinary bestseller. This was a revolution. 


At the beginning of 1776, before Common Sense, the average colonists believed themselves to be Englishmen 
engaged in a civil war; after Common Sense, they were revolutionaries engaged in a War for Independence. And 
that war was waged on the power of the printed word. That is the power of print. 


The pen may be mightier than the sword, but the printing press is mightier than entire armies. 


By the end of the nineteenth century, a new creature had emerged to capitalize on this new instrument of power: 
the press baron. 


In America, William Randolph Hearst . . . that is, William Randolph Hearst inherited the San Francisco 
Examiner from his wealthy father, built it up into the biggest paper in town and plowed the profits into the 
purchase of the New York Journal. With the Journal and a growing number of dailies across the country under 
his belt, Hearst became a full-fledged press baron, taking on Joseph Pulitzer's New York World in a circulation 
war, pioneering the eye-catching layouts and sensational stories that would come to define his brand of yellow 
journalism, and helping to gin up support for the Spanish-American War, among many other dubious causes. 


In England, Alfred Harmsworth picked up the yellow journalism idea from Hearst and Pulitzer and used it to 
build his own press empire around The Daily Mail. From a lower caste of British society, Harmsworth found 
himself in the center of political power in Britain, using his influence to gin up public hatred of the Huns ahead 
of World War I, becoming director of propaganda for the government in 1918 and earning himself the title of 
Lord Northcliffe in the process. 


In a sense, the Lord Northcliffes and the William Randolph Hearsts and the other press barons of that era were 
the end stage of the Gutenberg Revolution. The invention that had given a voice to the masses and started a 
conversation that would topple institutions, dethrone monarchs and reorder empires had now catapulted people 
at the fringes of power into its very heart. With the power of the press, these men were able to sway the minds of 
entire nations of people. 


Naturally, the old tension between the ruling elite and the masses, empowered by the press, was still there. But 
censorship hadn't proven to be an effective tool for keeping the masses in ignorance. There had to be another 
way. 


That way, it turned out, was another conspiracy. 


On February 9, 1917, Oscar Callaway, a US Representative from Texas' 12th District, exposed that conspiracy in 
the Congressional record: 


"In March, 1915, the J. P. Morgan interests, the steel, ship-building, and powder interests, and their subsidiary 
organizations, got together 12 men high up in the newspaper world and employed them to select the most 
influential newspapers in the United States and sufficient number of them to control generally the policy of the 
daily press of the United States. [. . .] They found it was only necessary to purchase the control of 25 of the 
greatest papers. The 25 papers were agreed upon; emissaries were sent to purchase the policy, national and 
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international, of these papers; an agreement was reached; the policy of the papers was bought, to be paid for by 
the month; an editor was furnished for each paper to properly supervise and edit information regarding the 
questions of preparedness, militarism, financial policies, and other things of national and international nature 
considered vital to the interests of the purchasers." 


The news was extraordinary, but it almost didn't get reported at all. Callaway had not been given time to make 
his charges on the floor of the House; instead, they were "buried in the Record." It wasn't until another 
congressman demanded a full congressional investigation into the charges that the newspapers even bothered to 


cover the story at all. 


Perhaps it is no surprise that the Gutenberg conspiracy ended up here, at the Morgan conspiracy. That a 
revolutionary step toward freeing man from the bonds of ignorance was met with a revolutionary counteraction 
designed to place those chains around him all the more tightly. That, at the zenith of the print revolution, the 
oligarchy finally found a way to control the free flow of information. 


Ironic, then, that within the space of a few short years, the print revolution that Gutenberg had started was about 
to be overturned by another technology. .. . 


Part 2 — What Hath God Wrought 

Watch on Archive / BitChute / Odysee or Download the video or audio 

TRANSCRIPT 

Hi, I'm James Corbett of The Corbett Report, and I'm not here right now. . . . I mean, there. With you. 
Confused? Well, take a look at this... 


[Steps aside to reveal James in screen] See? But, in truth, I'm not here either. What you are watching are the 
ghostly reflections of someone far away. I am not in the room with you, but you can see me. You can hear me. 
You might not think much about this, but . . . [Snaps fingers, revealing green screen set in studio] . . . it is one of 
the wonders of our era, and it has shaped the world in ways we can barely comprehend. 


VOICEOVER: Media. It surrounds us. We live our lives in it and through it. We structure our lives around it. 
But it wasn't always this way. So how did we get here? And where is the media technology that increasingly 
governs our lives taking us? This is the story of The Media Matrix. 


PART 2 - WHAT HATH GOD WROUGHT 
There's a story about the famous Battle of Waterloo in 1815 that is not usually included in the history textbooks. 


The story is that John Roworth—a trusted employee of Nathan Rothschild, the English heir of the infamous 
Rothschild banking family—was at the battlefield that day and, when the battle was decided and it was apparent 
that Napoleon had been defeated, he raced off on horseback, bearing the news across the English channel. The 
messenger arrived at his employers's London office a full 24 hours before the official government courier and 
Rothschild, always looking for a way to turn a profit, decided to use the news to his advantage. He made a show 
of selling his shares at the London Stock Exchange and the public, believing the famed stockbroker had received 
word that Napoleon had won the battle, began selling as well. The stock market plummeted and Rothschild 
secretly bought up the shares at rock-bottom prices. By the time the news finally reached Londoners that 
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Wellington—not Napoleon—was the victor at Waterloo, the coup was complete: Nathan Rothschild was the 
richest man in the realm. 


This story, like so many historical adventure yarns, has been much decorated in the retelling: John Roworth was 
not at Waterloo, for one thing, and there was no great market sell-off in the hours before the official news of the 
battle reached London. But the central part of the tale is true: Nathan Rothschild did receive early news of 
Napoleon's defeat and he did "do well" by that information, as Roworth admitted in a letter the month after the 
incident. 


But whatever this story tells us about the world of finance, it tells us something more fundamental about 
something far more important: power. Knowledge is power, and, as we saw in Part | of this series, Gutenberg 
had brought that power to the masses. With the printing press, knowledge could be copied and spread to the far 
corners of the globe faster and easier and cheaper than it ever had before. . . 


... but it still had to be carried. On horseback, on foot, by train, by carrier pigeon. Information was still a 
physical thing and even the news of Napoleon's defeat at Waterloo had to be physically transported from one 
place to another. But did it have to be this way? What if information could be communicated directly by electric 
current and sent across wires or through the air at the speed of light? 


Enter Samuel Morse. 
Morse was not a scientist or an experimenter, but a painter. He claimed that the idea for sending messages 


through electrical wires came to him in a flash of genius on a lengthy ship journey from Europe to America in 
1832, and thus that he deserved credit as the sole inventor of the telegraph. 


In reality, research along these lines had been going on for nearly a century. The idea of sending electrical 
messages through wires was first proposed in Scots Magazine in 1753 and it was demonstrated numerous times 
over the years—most memorably by Francisco Salva, who in 1795 connected wires to human test subjects, 
assigned each of them a letter, and instructed them to shout their letter out when they received a shock. 


Ignorant of this history, Morse had to rely on real scientists and inventors for his important breakthroughs. Like 
Professor Leonard Gale, who helped develop the technique of using relays to help the messages travel further 
than a few hundred yards. And Alfred Vail, a bright young machinist whose improvements to Morse's crude 
prototype brought the idea into reality. Many even contend that it was Vail, not Morse, who invented the system 
of dots and dashes that we know as Morse Code. 


Nonetheless, history is written by the winners, and Morse proved to be the winner. Getting the credit, the glory 
and, more to the point, the patent for the telegraph, Morse received a congressional appropriation of $30,000 to 
build the first telegraph line from Washington to Baltimore in 1844. He sent the first official telegraph message 
from the US Capitol to Alfred Vail at a railroad station in Baltimore. The message had been selected by Anne 
Ellsworth, the daughter of the Patent Commissioner with whom Morse was lodging while he was stationed in 
Washington. She chose a passage from the Bible fitting of the momentous occasion: "What hath God wrought!" 


The passage, from the book of Numbers, is one of praise—rejoicing at the wonders that God had wrought for 
Israel—and ends with an exclamation mark. But the telegraph message didn't contain punctuation, and so the 
press misreported the phrase with a question mark at the end: "What hath God wrought?" The medium had 
already begun to change the message. 


It's difficult for us to appreciate just how incredible it was for those who first witnessed communication from a 
distance with a disembodied electric ghost. In fact, it was almost impossible for people to understand this type of 
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communication in anything but spiritual terms. Even the word "medium" evokes the specter of contact with the 
spirit world. 


When the radio was introduced to Saudi Arabia, the country's conservative Islamic clerics declared it "the devil 
hiding in a box" and demanded that King Abdulaziz ban the infernal contraption. The king saw the potential use 
of the radio for the development of the country, but, relying on the clerics for support, he couldn't outright reject 
their council. 


Instead, the crafty monarch proposed a test: the radio would be brought before him the next day and he would 
listen to it himself. If what the clerics said was true, then he would ban the devil's device and behead those 
responsible for bringing it into the country. 


The next day, the radio was brought before the king at the appointed time. But the king had secretly arranged 
with the radio engineers to make sure the Quran was being read at the hour of the test. Sure enough, when he 
switched it on and passages from the Quran were heard. 


"Can it be that the devil is saying the Quran?" he asked. "Or is it perhaps true that this is not an evil box?" The 
clerics conceded defeat and the radio was allowed into Saudi Arabia. 


We may laugh, but the Saudis were not the first or the last to mistake media technology for devilry. In 1449, 
Johann Fust—the scion of a wealthy and powerful family in Mainz—lent Gutenberg an enormous sum of money 
to start producing his famed Bible and confiscated the books from the printer when he couldn't afford to repay 
the loan. When Fust later appeared on the streets of Paris, selling multiple copies of Gutenberg's Bible, the 
bewildered Parisians—who had never seen printed books before and so couldn't imagine how so many strangely 
identical copies of a manuscript could be produced so quickly—arrested him for witchcraft. 


The essence of the mass media—its ability to project the voices of people who aren't there using electronic 
gadgets and wireless networks—is the essence of magic, bringing to life the scrying mirrors and palantirs of lore. 
But is this media technology a dark art, or can its powers be used for good? 


As the new medium of commercial radio rose in the early decades of the 20th century, listeners had cause to side 
with the Saudi clerics in their determination that it was, in fact, a devil in a box. Listeners like those who tuned 
into a strange news report on the Columbia Broadcasting System on the evening of Sunday, October 30, 1938. 


ANNOUNCER: Ladies and gentlemen, here is the latest bulletin from the Intercontinental Radio News. 
Toronto, Canada: Professor Morse of McGill University reports observing a total of three explosions on the 
planet Mars, between the hours of 7:45 P.M. and 9:20 P.M., eastern standard time. This confirms earlier reports 
received from American observatories. Now, nearer home, comes a special announcement from Trenton, New 
Jersey. It is reported that at 8:50 P.M. a huge, flaming object, believed to be a meteorite, fell on a farm in the 
neighborhood of Grovers Mill, New Jersey, twenty-two miles from Trenton. The flash in the sky was visible 
within a radius of several hundred miles and the noise of the impact was heard as far north as Elizabeth. We have 
dispatched a special mobile unit to the scene, and will have our commentator, Carl Phillips, give you a word 
picture of the scene as soon as he can reach there from Princeton. In the meantime, we take you to the Hotel 
Martinet in Brooklyn, where Bobby Millette and his orchestra are offering a program of dance music. 


SOURCE: Orson Welles War Of The Worlds 10/30/1938 


Of course, this wasn't a news broadcast at all. It was the infamous "Halloween Scare," Orson Wells' radio 
adaptation of The War of the Worlds, which infamously caused panic among some members of the listening 
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audience who were flipping through the dial and mistook the dramatized news "interruptions" for actual reports 
of a Martian invasion. 


It's become fashionable in recent years to downplay the incident as a myth. There was no real scare, only a few 
dimwits who got frightened. The newspapers—looking for any excuse to belittle radio, its fast-rising competition 
for the public's attention and corporate advertising dollars—ginned up the story and sold the public on a panic 
that never was. 


But there was something to the Halloween Scare. The City Manager of Trenton, New Jersey—mentioned by 
name in the broadcast—even wrote to the Federal Communications Commission to demand an immediate 
investigation into the stunt. In response, a team of researchers fanned out, collecting information, conducting 
interviews and studying reports about the panic to better understand what had happened and what could be 
learned about this new medium's ability to influence the public. 


The team was from the Princeton Radio Project—a research group founded with a two-year, $67,000 grant from_ 
the Rockefeller Foundation to study the effect of radio through the lens of social psychology. The team was led 
by Hadley Cantril, the old Dartmouth College roommate of Nelson Rockefeller who had written in 1935 that 
"[rJadio is an altogether novel medium of communication, preeminent as a means of social control and epochal 
in its influence upon the mental horizons of men." 


Cantril's report on Wells' Halloween broadcast, The Invasion from Mars, concluded that such a large-scale 
media-induced frenzy could happen again "and even on a much more extensive scale." This was important 
information for the funders of the Princeton Radio Project; their next major research project was a study of how 
radio could be used for spreading war propaganda, an increasingly important subject as the world slipped into 
the maw of World War II. 


The question of electronic media's ability to influence the public became even more important as the radio 
revolution of the early twentieth century flowed into the television revolution of the mid-twentieth century. 
Television had actually been ready to roll out as a commercial medium in the 1930s, but the Depression and then 
the war delayed the mass production of television sets. The first mass-produced commercial television hit the 
market in 1946, and it soon became one of the most quickly adopted technologies in history to that point, finding 
its way into the majority of American homes within a decade. 


Strangely, as sociologist Robert Putnam documented in his 2000 bestseller, Bowling Alone, the era of television 
adoption precisely coincides with a severe drop-off in civic engagement among the American public. Could 
there be a relation? If so, what could it be? 


One intriguing possibility comes from research conducted by Herbert Krugman in 1969. Krugman—who would 
go on to become manager of public opinion research at General Electric in the 1970s—was interested to discover 
what happens physiologically in the brain of a person watching TV. He taped a single electrode to the back of 
his test subject's head and ran the wire to a Grass Model 7 Polygraph, which in turn interfaced with a Honeywell 
7600 computer and a CAT 400B computer. He turned on the TV and began monitoring the brain waves of his 
subject. He found through repeated testing that "within about thirty seconds, the brain-waves switched from 
predominantly beta waves, indicating alert and conscious attention, to predominantly alpha waves, indicating an 
unfocused, receptive lack of attention: the state of aimless fantasy and daydreaming below the threshold of 
consciousness." 


Krugman's initial findings were confirmed by more extensive and accurate testing: TV rapidly induces an alpha- 
state consciousness in its viewers, putting them in a daydream state that leaves them less actively focused on 
their activities and more receptive to suggestion. This dream state combines with the nature of the medium itself 
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to create a perfect tool for disengaging the viewers intellectually, removing them from active participation in 
their environment and substituting real experience with the simulacrum of experience. 


In a word, TV hypnotizes its viewers. 


NEIL POSTMAN: To begin with, television is essentially non-linguistic. It presents information mostly in 
visual images. Although human speech is heard on television and sometimes assumes importance, people mostly 
watch television. And what they watch are rapidly changing visual images, as many as 1200 different shots 
every hour. The average length of a shot on network television is 3.5 seconds. The average in a commercial is 
2.5 seconds. 


Now, this requires very little analytic decoding. In America, television watching is almost wholly a matter of 
what we would call pattern recognition. What I'm saying here is that the symbolic form of television—its form— 
does not require any special instruction or learning. 


In America, television viewing begins at about the age of 18 months and by 36 months, children begin to 
understand and respond to television's imagery. They have favorite characters, sing jingles they hear and ask for 
products they see advertised. 


There's no need for any preparation or prerequisite training for watching television. It needs no analog to the 
McGuffey Reader. Watching television requires no skills and develops no skills and that is why there is no such 


thing as remedial television watching. 


SOURCE: 2001 | Fredonia Alum Neil Postman On Childhood 


As we have seen, it was only a matter of years from the advent of commercial radio as a medium of 
communication until monopolistic financial interests were funding studies to determine how best to use it to 
mould the public consciousness. And, it seems, the television—with its brain wave-altering, hypnosis-inducing, 
cognitive impairment abilities—was designed from the very get-go to be a weapon of control deployed against 
the viewing public. 


But if these media are weapons, if they are being used to direct and shape the public's attention and, ultimately, 
their thoughts, it begs some questions: Who is wielding these weapons? And for what purpose? 


This is no secret conspiracy. The answer is not difficult to find. TimeWarner and Disney and Comcast NBC 
Universal and News Corp and Sony and Universal Music Group and the handful of other companies that have 
consolidated control over the "mediaopoly" of the electronic media are the ones wielding the media weapon. 
Their boards of directors are public information. Their major shareholders are well known. A tight-knit network 
of wealthy and powerful people control what is broadcast by the corporate media, and, by extension, wield the 
media weapon to shape society in their interest. 


In Part | of this series, we noted how technological advancements in the printing press and the development of 
new business models for the publishing industry had taken Gutenberg's revolutionary technology out of the 
hands of the public and put it into the hands of the few rich industrialists with the capital to afford their own 
newspaper or book publisher. The Gutenberg conspiracy had led, seemingly inevitably, to the Morgan 
conspiracy. But that process didn't end with the electrification of the media; it accelerated. 


By the end of the twentieth century, a handful of media companies controlled the vast majority of what 
Americans read, saw and heard. That this situation was used to control what the public thought about important 
topics is, by now, obvious to all. 
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NEWSCASTERS: The sharing of biased and false news has become all too common on social media. More 
alarming, some media outlets publish these same fake stories — stories that simply aren't true — without 
checking facts first. Unfortunately, some members of the media use their platforms to push their own personal 
bias and agenda to control exactly what people think. This is extremely dangerous to a democracy. 


SOURCE: Sinclair Broadcasting Under Fire for “Fake News” Script 


At the dawn of the twenty-first century, this media oligopoly had cemented its control over the public mind. 
Combined, newspapers, television, movies and radio had the ability to direct people's thoughts on any given 
topic, or even what they thought about. The zenith of that era was reached on September 11, 2001, when billions 
across the globe watched the dramatic events of 9/11 play out on their television screens like a big-budget 
Hollywood production. 


But the media was not done evolving. Technologies were already being rolled out that would once again change 
the public's relationship to the media. Technologies that would once again leave people questioning whether the 
media was a devil hiding in a box, wondering whether this new media was a tool of empowerment or control, 
and asking the question: What hath God wrought? 


VOICEOVER: Media. It surrounds us. We live our lives in it and through it. We structure our lives around it. 
But it wasn't always this way. So how did we get here? And where is the media technology that increasingly 
governs our lives taking us? This is the story of The Media Matrix. 


PART 3: INTO THE METAVERSE 


At the dawn of the twenty-first century, if you saw anything, read anything, listened to anything, it was, more 
likely than not, placed in front of you by one of the handful of corporations that controlled the major television 
and radio networks, newspaper syndicates, film studios and music companies. These companies didn't control 
what people thought; it was more subtle than that. These companies controlled what people thought about. 


We all knew the daily news from the newspapers. We all heard the latest Billboard chart topper. We all saw the 
latest episode of Must See TV and we all knew about the latest Hollywood blockbuster. Even if we managed to 
avoid these media ourselves, we knew them anyway from cultural osmosis. 


Yes, by the year 2000 we had arrived at the pinnacle of mediated reality. The media oligopoly's control of 
society was complete, and nothing could ever come along to change it. 


And then something did. 
SINGER: You're riding on the internet! Cyberspace, set us free! Hello, virtual reality! Interactive appetite, 
searching for a website, a window to the world that to get online. Take the spin now you're in with the techno 


set, you're going surfing on the internet! 


SOURCE: Kids Guide to the Internet (1995) 
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Given that the only thing most people can agree on these days is that the internet is ruining society, it's difficult 
to remember that the general public's introduction to the World Wide Web was accompanied by a torrent of 
hyperbole and over-the-top enthusiasm that would make a pimply-faced teenager blush. 


The internet was going to solve all of our problems! It was going to democratize information. It was going to 
give a voice to the voiceless. It was going to bring the world together. And most importantly, it was going to 
help us order pizza without having to pick up our phone! 


[Sandra Bullock orders pizza on the internet. ] 
SOURCE: The Net (1995) 


It's easy to laugh at the gee-whizery and pie-in-the-sky promises of the Information Superhighway hype. But 
make no mistake: the advent of the web was a revolution. It did upend the economic model that had given rise to 
the media oligopoly in the first place. And it did give a voice to countless millions around the globe who would 
never have been heard at all if it weren't for the advent of new media platforms. 


JAMES CORBETT: This is James Corbett of corbettreport.com, and I'd like to welcome you to a new episode 
of a completely new news update series that I'm doing with my good friend, and the host and webmaster of 
mediamonarchy.com, James Evan Pilato. James, it's great to have you on the program today. 


JAMES EVAN PILATO: Thanks a lot, man. I've looked forward to doing this. 


CORBETT: Yeah, me too.... 


SOURCE: New World Next Week Pilot Episode — Oct. 11, 2009 


As the general public started to get online in the 1990s, not even the wildest flights of cyber-utopian fancy could 
have imagined the sea change in news and information that was about to sweep over the public. As the printing 
press had given birth to our very concept of "the news" and as radio and then television again transformed our 
understanding of what it meant to hear or see the news, so, too, did this new medium change our perceptions of 
world events and our relationship to them. 


Suddenly, "the news" was not something you heard a well-coiffed elderly man in a three-piece suit in a million 
dollar studio reading to you from a teleprompter. In the online age, the news was as likely to be a story written 
from home by a guy in his pajamas or a video of a protest uploaded from someone's smartphone or a tweet by an 
anonymous account. Blogs and websites, and, later, Facebook feeds and Reddit posts, became places people 
went for news and analysis on breaking events. Information was condensed into memes, and meme literacy 
became necessary to even understand what was happening online. 


And all the while, the media whose hold over the public mind had seemed so unassailable mere decades ago was 
now old hat, reduced to just another stream of information accessible on the always on, infinite scrolling online 
content feeds. 


But if we have learned anything from this study of mass media history by now, it's that a predictable pattern is at 
play: a new technology transforms the way people communicate and promises a flowering of knowledge and 
understanding. The existing power structure then spends all of its considerable resources censoring or co-opting 
that technology and, ultimately, using the new media as an even more effective tool for spreading propaganda. 
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As we saw in Part | of this series, the Gutenberg press sparked a true revolution, overturning the social, political 
and economic order and empowering individuals to share ideas on a scale never before imaginable. But we also 
saw the censors swooping in to repress those ideas before the corporatization of the press finally tamed the 
mighty juggernaut that Gutenberg had unleashed. 


And, as we saw in Part 2 of this series, the commercial radio revolution prompted the Rockefellers and other 
entrenched financial interests to begin studying how best to use the electronic media to shape the public 
consciousness. And television, with its ability to put its viewers into an alpha brainwave state of susceptibility, 
proved to be an even more effective tool for the corporate interests that soon monopolized the public airwaves. 


The story of the World Wide Web follows a depressingly similar trajectory. Whatever promise the internet held 
to kick off a new Gutenberg revolution—putting the power of the press back in the hands of the average person 
—that promise has been consistently betrayed by the the centralization of online discovery and identity into 
corporations, as even Twitter founder Jack Dorsey now admits. 


Perhaps the fact that the web has been so quickly co-opted into a medium of control isn't surprising. After all, the 
internet is no movable type printing press. However much work went into the design of the printing press, it was 
still possible for a skilled fifteenth century craftsman to create and operate one with nothing more than the 
knowledge of the latest technologies and the capital of a few business partners. But the internet arose not from a 
medieval tinkerer's workshop, but from the bowels of the Pentagon. 


The long history of collusion between Big Tech, the Pentagon and the US intelligence community is by now a 
well-documented one. The story leads from Silicon Valley—home of Big Tech and the site of much of the 
research that helped birth the personal computer revolution and the internet—through Pentagon research grants 
and In-Q-Tel investments to the development of the ARPANet, the birth of the internet, and, eventually, the rise 
of Google and Facebook and the World Wide Web as we know it today. 


The result of that history is apparent to all by now. A medium that should be the most participatory medium ever 
invented has become a web to trap its audience in an infinite scroll of social media distraction, one designed 
specifically to keep its users seeking the scientifically scheduled hit of their next dopamine reward. 


SEAN PARKER: If the thought process that went into building these applications—Facebook being the first of 
them to really understand it—that thought process was all about "How do we consume as much of your time and 
conscious attention as possible?" And that means that we need to sort of give you a little dopamine hit every 
once in a while because someone liked or commented on a photo or a post or whatever, and that's gonna get you 
to contribute more content, and that's gonna get you more likes and comments. So it's a social validation 
feedback loop. I mean, it's exactly the kind of thing that a hacker like myself would come up with, because 
you're exploiting a vulnerability in human psychology. And I think that we—the inventors/creators, you know, 
it's me, it's Mark, it's Kevin Systrom at Instagram, it's all of these people—understood this consciously and we 
did it anyway. 


SOURCE: Sean Parker - Facebook Exploits Human Vulnerability 


The results of Big Tech's experiment are now in: the would-be social engineers were successful beyond their 
wildest expectation. The zombie apocalypse has already happened; in its wake lay the increasingly mechanistic 
automatons of the social media revolution, eschewing the dull world of human interaction for the cyber world of 
likes, shares and dopamine rewards. The smartphone has become the digital god of the zombie hordes, 
demanding we bow down in prayer at every free moment. 
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Perhaps most frightening of all is the astonishing speed with which this revolution is taking place. As 
transformative as Gutenberg's press was, it took decades for the technology to propagate out across Europe, and 
it took centuries for the effects of that technological upheaval to play itself out in the body politic. The electronic 
media revolution took the better part of a century of development from its earliest iteration, the telegraph, to its 
introduction to the average person's living room in the form of radio sets, and, later, televisions. 


But the online media revolution has happened with astonishing speed. In the span of one decade, smartphones 
went from curious novelties to ubiquitous items, and they are now on the cusp of being made mandatory for 
participation in everyday life. This incredible change is already manifesting in a world of profound and rapid 
dislocations in every facet of our lives: political, economic and social. 


So where is this revolution taking us? Can we learn to navigate this new world of nearly constant mediated 
experience? Should we? 


To answer that, we need to look at the nature of media itself. 


Media, from the earliest smoke signals and scratches in clay tablets to the printed page to the recorded images 
and sounds of the modern era, has always existed as a means for extending our bodies in space and time. The 
written word is an extension of our mind out into the world, allowing people in far-distant places and far-off 
times to read our innermost thoughts. The phonograph was an extension of our voice, the filmed image an 
extension of our bodies themselves, permitting them a type of 2D immortality. 


But somewhere along the way, the balance between the media and the real world that it represents began to shift. 
We went from this world to this world, where most of what we see, most of what we hear, most of what we think 
we know about the world comes not from the people and places that populate our direct, lived experience, but 
from mere representations. 


We have our friends, of course, but we also have Friends. We have neighbours, but we also have Neighbours. 
We have something befter than real life. We have reality TV! 


We have entered the world of the simulacrum. 


JEAN BAUDRILLARD: Mais dans la définition que j'ai du réel, au sens ou je I'ai dit : c'est-a-dire faire advenir 
un monde réel, c'est déja le produire, c'est déja quelque-chose comme un simulacre. 


Pour moi, le réel n'a jamais été qu'une forme de simulation. Le principe de réalité, c'est la premiere phase, si on 
veut, du principe de simulation, quoi... Mon postulat ce serait : il n'y a pas de réel, le réel n'existe pas. On peut 
objectivement le cadrer, faire qu'il existe un effet de réel, un effet de vérité, un effet d'objectivité, et cetera... 
mais moi je n'y crois pas au réel. 


SOURCE: Jean Baudrillard — Mots de passe (documentaire 1999) 


At a certain point, the boundaries between the real world and the world of media begin to blur. Is television 
reflecting the types of people we are, or are we emulating the characters we see on TV? Are the sad songs we 
listen to the product of broken-hearted people or the cause? 


But if nothing is less real than reality TV, what is the reality that that TV is attempting to portray? Does it even 
exist anymore? 
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This is no idle question. As pervasive as the online media has become, as important as our participation in that 
mediated world has become for our daily lives, a new medium has already appeared. The metaverse. Introduced 
to the public consciousness by the likes of Mark Zuckerberg, the metaverse represents the apotheosis of the 
media revolution. Soon, the internet will not exist as a cyperspace that we access through our clunky smartphone 
gadget. Instead, it will be a fully realized, immersive, 3D virtual world that we can literally step into. 


No matter our reluctance to enter this virtual world, we will soon, all of us, have the opportunity to enter the 
metaverse for ourselves, whether by putting on the glasses and adding an augmented reality layer to the world as 
we know it, or by strapping on the goggles and entering the cyber domain completely. And, after we do so, we 
may find the idea of living our lives in bare, unmediated reality will be as quaint, as unthinkable, as living in a 
world of smoke signals and clay tablets. 


[Scenes from HYPER-REALITY ] 
We stand at a precipice. On one side is "reality": the original, authentic, lived human experience. 
And on the other side is the metaverse: the world of constantly mediated experience. 


In the middle is hyperreality, that blurry space between the real world and the mediated world. And, living as we 
do on this side of the electronic media revolution, it is the only place we have ever known. 


It has been suggested that the metaverse is not a space—not a virtual world that we can jack ourselves into and 
live a virtual life, like in The Matrix—but a time. Specifically, the metaverse is that time when our digital lives 
become more meaningful to us than our "real" lives. If that is the case, then who can deny that, for an increasing 
number of people around the world, that time has already arrived? 


In this series we have examined the history of the mass media, from the Gutenberg Revolution to today. But if 
we don't understand that history, then we will be like the ignorant masses identified by George Santayana, 
condemned to repeat a past that we cannot remember. 


From one perspective, the history of media is merely the story of the development of the machinery of 
communciation. The movement from the printing press to the telegraph to the radio to the television to the 
internet to the metaverse is a story of technological progress, and each new technology brings us closer to the 
ideal of total communication. 


But there is a more fundamental perspective, one that sees media not as a technology, but as the expression of 
our need as human beings to connect with others, to fight off our original state as beings cast alone and naked 
into the world through communion with others. But as our technology of communication begins to create its own 
world and as we increasingly place ourselves inside that media world, we would do well to ask ourselves, "At 
what point do we lose our essential nature as human beings? Once we're jacked into the metaverse, are we still 
homo sapiens, or will we have become homo medias? Have we considered what that means? Do we care?" 


Perhaps it's inevitable that the curved mirror of the Gutenberg conspiracy has finally brought us here, to the 
black mirror at the doorway to the metaverse. Perhaps we were destined to end up here. Perhaps this is an 


expression of a fundamental urge that is part of human nature. 


Perhaps. But it's also good to know that this has an "off" button. That the real world still exists. That you are 
watching an image on a screen. And that the power to turn it all off is still in our hands. 


The Media Matrix 
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False Flags: The Secret History of Al Qaeda 


By James Corbett - 09/11/2021 - https://www.corbettreport.com/alqaeda/ 
We all know the story of bin Laden and Al Qaeda, the story that was repeated ad nauseam in the days, weeks 
and months after the catastrophic, catalyzing events of 9/11. So often was that story repeated that the hypnotized 
public forgot that it was, at base, just that: a story.... 


Watch on Archive / BitChute / Odysee / Rokfin / Rumble / Substack or Download the mp4 video 


Or purchase a DVD copy of the documentary 


Part One: Origin Story 
TRANSCRIPT 

"Does the Brotherhood exist?" 

"That, Winston, you will never know." 


George Orwell 
Nineteen Eighty-Four 
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INTRODUCTION 
Kandahar Provice, Afghanistan. May 1998. 


John Miller, an ABC News correspondent who would go on to become the FBI's chief spokesman, ends an 11- 
day journey through the wilds of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. The first thing he notices is the rumbling of 
the generators providing the camp with power and the smell of gasoline. The second thing he notices is a hail of 
bullets. Bin Laden's convoy is arriving. 


Osama bin Laden is flanked by seven bodyguards, who—as Miller immediately recognizes—are simply there to 
put on a show. "Their eyes darted in every direction for any attacker," he later recounted. "This was either 
merely theatrical or entirely pointless, because with hundreds of rounds being fired into the air, it would have 
been impossible to pinpoint an assassin." 


Following the security detail into the hut, there Miller became one of the handful of Western journalists to 
interview the elusive Osama bin Laden. 


OSAMA BIN LADEN (VIA INTERPRETER): We believe that the biggest thieves in the world are 
Americans and the biggest terrorists on earth are the Americans. The only way for us to fend off these assaults is 
by using similar means. We do not differentiate between those dressed in military uniforms and civilians; they're 
all targets in this fatwa. 


SOURCE: Osama bin Laden: "The Most Dangerous Man You've Never Heard Of" - June 10, 1998 - ABC 
News Nightline 

Miller has traveled halfway around the world to interview bin Laden, the reclusive terrorist leader who has just 
issued a religious fatwa requiring Muslims to kill Americans. But this interview, too, is just for show. Forced to 
submit his questions in writing ahead of time, Miller is informed that the answers will not be translated for him. 
There will be no follow-up questions. 


It is spectacle. Theater and little else. As such, it is a fitting introduction to the man who would become the 
bogeyman of the 21st century. The interview was followed in short order by a more explosive drama. 


PETER BERGEN: What are your future plans? 

OSAMA BIN LADEN: You'll see them and hear about them in the media . . . God willing. 

SOURCE: Exclusive Osama bin Laden - First Ever TV Interview 

FALSE FLAGS: THE SECRET HISTORY OF AL QAEDA 

PART ONE: ORIGIN STORY 

Around the world, a frightened and confused public received their introduction to the age of terror on the 
morning of September 11, 2001, through the media. It was there, in the flickering images of their TV screens, 
that the masses began to learn about the world of Islamic terrorism and of the cave-dwelling Saudi exile in 


Afghanistan who was bringing that terror to their doorstep. 


ANCHOR: Tell us a bit about Osama bin Laden—what sort of resources in manpower and money he's got and 
what he's trying to achieve. 
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SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:28pm EDT (10:28pm BST) 
RAY SUAREZ: What is Osama bin Laden? Is he a politician? Is he a warrior? Is he a preacher? A little of all? 


SCHEUER: A little of all, I think, sir. He'sa... 


SOURCE: Who Speaks For Islam? 

HODA KOTB.: .. . millionaire Saudi businessman believed to be living in exile in Afghanistan. 
SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:20-5:30pm EDT on WRC 

REPORTER: He controls and finances Al Qaeda, an umbrella network of Islamic militants. 
SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 6:30-6:40pm EDT (11:30-11:40pm BST) on BBC 
SCHEUER: ... he is a very soft-spoken man... 


SOURCE: Who Speaks For Islam? 


SIMON REEVE: .. . a man who is prepared to use overwhelming force in pursuit of his objectives. 


SOURCE: September 13, 2001 - 6:21am EDT on CNN 


ANCHOR: He is the face that has been put on this by almost everyone. 


SOURCE: September 15, 2001 - 8:20-8:30am EDT on WITG 


SCHEUER: ... aman of eloquence... 


SOURCE: Who Speaks For Islam? 


KOTB: He has declared all US citizens legitimate targets of attack. 

SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:25pm EDT on WRC 

JOHN SIMPSON: When I was in Afghanistan just a couple of days ago, I heard that he had... 
SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:20-5:30pm EDT (10:20-10:30pm BST) on BBC 

DAN RATHER: . .. operations in at least 55 countries .. . 


SOURCE: CBS Evening News - 2001-09-13 


KOTB: Including last year's bombing of the USS Cole in Yemen... 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:25pm EDT on WRC 


REPORTER: . . . the mastermind behind the bombings of two US embassies in Africa . . . 
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SOURCE: September 16, 2001 - 11:30-11:40pm EDT on CNN 


REPORTER: .. . and the last attack on the World Trade Center eight years ago. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 6:20-6:30pm EDT (11:20-11:30pm BST) on BBC 


SCHEUER: Bernard Lewis has called him almost a poetic speaker of Arabic. 
SOURCE: Who Speaks For Islam? 


KATIE COURIC: Meanwhile, Osama bin Laden is a name that we have been hearing all day long as an 
individual who may—and we emphasize may—be responsible for these terrorist acts. It is a name we have heard 
before as well... 


SOURCE: NBC News 9-11-2001 Live Coverage 1:00pm EDT - 6:30pm EDT 


We all know the story of bin Laden and Al Qaeda, the story that was repeated ad nauseam in the days, weeks 
and months after the catastrophic, catalyzing events of 9/11. So often was that story repeated that the hypnotized 
public forgot that it was, at base, just that: a story. 


In the ahistorical fable of TV sound bites, terrorism is a modern invention—created out of whole cloth by Osama 
bin Laden and Al Qaeda. And, at the same time, Islamic fundamentalism is a force of nature, something that has 
always existed in the Middle East—the product, perhaps, of some sandstorm on the Arabian peninsula in the 
distant past. 


But this is a lie. In truth, the rise of Islamic fundamentalism in the modern era and the rise of terrorism as a 
political tool cannot be understood without confronting some very well-documented but long-repressed history. 


Ever since the mid-18th century—when the British East India Company gained dominion over the Indian 
subcontinent—the history of Islam as a political and cultural force has been intimately tied to the fortunes of 
Empire and the aims of the Western powers. The British Empire, in particular, did much to shape the map of the 
modern-day Middle East and to influence the course of its religious and political forces. 


This influence can be seen throughout the 18th and 19th centuries. 


Britain's gradual takeover of the Indian subcontinent led to the British Empire becoming, in the estimation of 
Winston Churchill, "[T]he greatest Mohammedan power in the world." 


The 19th-century "Great Game" between Victorian England and Tsarist Russia for control of Central Asia saw 
the British propping up unpopular Islamic rulers throughout the region as a buffer between Russia and the 
"crown jewel" of the British Empire, India. 


Britain's desire to maintain its access to India led to the British conquest of Egypt in 1882, resulting in 40 years 
of British rule and a military presence in the country that was not removed until the Suez Crisis of 1956. 


From Khartoum to Constantinople, Jerusalem to Jakarta, no part of the Muslim world could escape the influence 
of the British crown. Sometimes that influence was used to strengthen the rule of Islamic hardliners. Sometimes, 
as with the Mahdist rebellion in Sudan, that influence was used to put down Islamic uprisings. But in each case, 
the British Empire's goal was clear: to use whatever means at its disposal to undermine movements and 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 269 


governments unfavourable to its rule and to install and encourage those forces that were willing to cooperate 
with the crown. 


This was evident in India, where George Francis Hamilton, secretary of state for India, wrote in 1886 of the 
British strategy of using Muslim and Hindu divisions in the country to their advantage along the lines of the old 
Roman imperial strategy of divide and rule: 


I think the real danger to our rule, not now, but say 50 years hence is the gradual adoption and extension of 
Western ideas of agitation organisation and if we could break educated Indians into two sections holding widely 
different views, we should, by such a division, strengthen our position against the subtle and continuous attack 
which the spread of education must make upon our system of government. We should so plan educational text- 
books that the differences between community and community are further strengthened. 


But perhaps no clearer example of the British Empire's role in shaping the modern Muslim world can be found 
than the story of the ascendance of the House of Saud and the formation of the modern-day Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia. Once again, British fingerprints can be found on every aspect of the story. 


When Britain began contemplating a shift from its centuries-long policy of supporting the Ottoman Empire in 
the Middle East, it was Captain William Shakespear—a British civil servant and explorer—who made the first 
official contact with Ibn Saud, the progenitor of the Saudi dynasty who would go on to found the Kingdom of 
Saudi Arabia. In addition to taking the first photographs of the future Saudi king, Shakespear became Ibn Saud's 
friend and military advisor, helping to steer the rising Arab leader away from alliance with the Ottomans and 
into a treaty with the British. Shakespear died on the battlefield at Jarab in 1915, where the British-backed Ibn 
Saud was battling his Turkish-backed rival, Ibn Rashid. 


After Shakespear's death, another British agent, Colonel Thomas Edward Lawrence, gained international fame as 
"Lawrence of Arabia" for his role in the Arab Revolt against Ottoman rule in the Middle East. Although his own 
self-serving autobiography and the Hollywoodization of his story cemented in the popular imagination the idea 
that Lawrence was motivated solely by his concern for the Arabs and their independence . . . 

PETER O'TOOLE (AS T. E. LAWRENCE): We do not work this thing for Faisal. 

ANTHONY QUINN (AS AUDA ABU TAYD): No? For the English then? 

LAWRENCE: For the Arabs. 

TAYI: The Arabs? 

SOURCE: LAWRENCE OF ARABIA 

... the documented history of Lawrence's actions and motivations tells a very different story. A memo on "The 
Politics of Mecca" penned by Lawrence for his intelligence handlers in 1916, reveals a more duplicitous British 
calculus for supporting certain factions of the Arab Revolt: 

The Arabs are even less stable than the Turks. If properly handled they would remain in a state of political 
mosaic, a tissue of small jealous principalities, incapable of cohesion, and yet always ready to combine against 


an outside force. The alternative to this seems to be control and colonization by a European power other than 
ourselves, which would inevitably come into conflict with the interests we already possess in the Near East. 
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Later, in a report on the "Reconstruction of Arabia" Lawrence penned for the British Cabinet at the end of the 

war, he was even more explicit about the cynical divide-and-rule tactics at play in British support for the Arab 
Revolt: "When war broke out an urgent need to divide Islam was added, and we became reconciled to seek for 
allies rather than subjects. [. . .] We hoped by the creation of a ring of client states, themselves insisting on our 
patronage, to turn the present and future flank of any foreign power with designs on the three rivers." 


ALEC GUINNESS (AS PRINCE FAISAL): Lawrence! . . . Or is it Major Lawrence? 
LAWRENCE: Sir! 


FAISAL: Ah. Well, General, I will leave you. Major Lawrence doubtless has reports to make. About my people. 
And their weakness. And the need to keep them weak . . . in the British interest. 


SOURCE: LAWRENCE OF ARABIA 


Lawrence and the military and diplomatic personnel of the British Empire were indeed busy in the wake of 
WWL. In many ways, the aftermath of the war represented the zenith of that empire, and the culmination of 
centuries of British manipulation in the Middle East. Driven by a mixture of political necessity and imperial 
hubris, the imperial planners had entered into secret agreements that redrew the map of the Middle East and once 
again affirmed the centuries-old accusation that Perfidious Albion was not to be trusted. 


In 1916, the British and French entered into a pact to divide up the territory of the Ottoman Empire between 
themselves should they win the war. This treaty—known as the Sykes-Picot Agreement after the diplomats who 
negotiated the document—was a direct negation of the web of promises that the British had already made on the 
land, including the territorial promises they had made to Ali Ibn Husain, the Sherif of Mecca who led the Arab 
Revolt against the Turks, the Treaty of Darin that had promised Ibn Saud British protection for his conquests in 
the Arabian Peninsula in return for his support in the war, and the Balfour Declaration promising the Zionists a 
Jewish homeland in Palestine. 


Although the revelation of the secret Sykes-Picot Agreement by the Bolsheviks in 1917 proved a considerable 
embarrassment for the British and French, it did little to hinder their plans. The agreement provided a basis for 
the ultimate partitioning of the Ottoman Empire after the war, and the national borders that it helped to create 
have gone on to shape a century of strife and political conflict in the region. 


But it was not enough merely to draw the lines on the maps that would define the post-war Middle East, the 
British had to shape the development of the region in their own interest, creating entire nations in the process. In 
the Arabian Peninsula, they came to pin their hopes on Ibn Saud, whose sole focus on the conquest of Arabia, 
they calculated, would counteract the rise of a broader Pan-Islamic movement that could challenge Britain's 
supremacy in the region. As historian Mark Curtis writes in his book, Secret Affairs: Britain’s Collusion with 
Radical Islam: 


The British government of India had feared British sponsorship of an Arab caliph who would lead the entire 
Muslim world, and the effects this might have on Muslims in India, and had therefore favoured Ibn Saud, whose 
pretensions were limited to Arabia. 


The subsidy from the British upon which Ibn Saud relied in his quest to unite the peninsula, which stood at 
£5,000 a month at the end of the war, was raised to £100,000 a year in 1922 by then-Colonial Secretary Winston 
Churchill. Churchill recognized that Saud's fighters—the "Ikhwan," or brotherhood of hardliners and adherents 
to the strict Wahabbi sect of Islam—vwere "austere, intolerant, well-armed and bloodthirsty" and "hold it as an 
article of duty, as well as of faith, to kill all who do not share their opinions and to make slaves of their wives 
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and children." So why, then, did the British support Saud and his men? "My admiration for him [Ibn Saud] was 
deep," Churchill later confessed, "because of his unfailing loyalty to us." 


That loyalty paid off well. The British were the first to formally recognize Ibn Saud's sovereignty over his newly 
conquered territory on the peninsula, and in return Ibn Saud signed a treaty agreeing to stop his forces from 
attacking Britain's neighbouring protectorates. In 1932, Ibn Saud became King Saud of the newly-formed 
"Kingdom of Saudi Arabia." But even the nation's new name was British. It was George Rendel, head of the 
British Foreign Office's Eastern Department, who suggested it. 


The British played similar games throughout the region, arming, funding and encouraging those who would 
work with them—including violent Islamic radicals—and undermining any potential challengers to British 
dominance. 


In Palestine, the British pardoned Amin al-Husseini—who had been sentenced to 10 years in prison for his 
involvement in the 1920 Jerusalem riots—and appointed him the Grand Mufti of Palestine (a title invented by 
the British) on condition that he cooperate with the British authorities. 


In Egypt, which became a British protectorate after WWI, the rise of the Muslim Brotherhood—an Islamist mass 
movement founded by Hassan al-Banna—was at times an explicit threat to the British military presence in the 
country. Nevertheless, its position as an alternative to both secular nationalism and communism—which Britain 
regarded as growing threats to its influence in the region—meant that the British were prepared to work with the 
Brotherhood against their common enemies, even covertly financing the group in 1942. 


In Iraq, the British, concerned at unrest in their Mesopotamian mandate, aided Prince Faisal in becoming Faisal 


I, King of Iraq. Faisal—recommended by T. E. Lawrence, guided (at his own request) by British advisors and 
traveling at British expense—won a British-backed plebiscite to become the Iraqi king in 1921. 


The extent of British influence over the region during the post-war period was, in retrospect, staggering. But the 
number of machinations, manipulations and shifting alliances that were required to keep this system of 
mandates, protectorates and puppet governments going was a sign that the British were not all-powerful. On the 
contrary. Their influence, and indeed their empire itself, was waning, soon to be replaced by the new rising 
world superpower, the United States. 


The US did not even wait until the end of the Second World War and the dawn of Pax Americana to begin its 
own "diplomacy" with the Muslims in the region. 


NEWSREADER: An American destroyer comes alongside a cruiser at Great Bitter Lake on the Suez Canal in 
Egypt. It brings Ibn Saud, king of the five million people of Saudi Arabia, to a conference with President 
Roosevelt, stopping off here on his return from the Crimea Conference. The destroyer has been decked out with 
red carpets for the monarch. This 800-mile trip marks the first time that King Ibn Saud has ever left his native 
land. 


SOURCE: Roosevelt Meets Saud 


President Franklin Roosevelt's meeting with King Ibn Saud aboard the USS Quincy on Egypt's Great Bitter Lake 
in February 1945 was no ordinary exchange of diplomatic pleasantries. King Saud's first foreign trip involved a 
number of unusual requests and special arrangements. The Saudis insisted on bringing a contingent of 48 men 
even though the Americans had said they could accommodate only 10. They insisted on sleeping in tents pitched 
on the ship’s deck rather than in the cabins provided. They insisted on bringing their own sheep, as the king 
believed that good Muslims eat only freshly slaughtered animals. 
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But, irregularities aside, the meeting was momentous. 


Firstly, it demonstrated the importance of the Saudi-US relationship at a time when much of the world knew 
little and cared less about the happenings on the Arabian peninsula. 


Secondly, it established the terms of that relationship: namely, a US guarantee of military defense of Saudi 
Arabia (including Roosevelt's promise to "do nothing to assist the Jews against the Arabs") in return for Saudi 
concessions, including allowance for US airfields and flyover routes across the kingdom and access to Dharhan, 
where the California Arabian Standard Oil Corporation (which later became Aramco) had drilled the first. 
commercially viable oil well in the country just seven years earlier. 


And thirdly, it signaled the dawn of a new era. No longer was the British Empire the primary foreign power 
driving events in the region. From now on, one of the key foreign policy considerations of the Muslim world was 
the US and its enormous military and financial resources. 


This changeover in world order was not instantaneous. For some time after the end of WWII, the US and British 
collaborated on operations that furthered their mutual interests in the region. These "interests" included opposing 
the rising threat of secular nationalist governments that—unlike the House of Saud and other Western-backed 
monarchies in the Middle East—were less pliable to bribes and more interested in nationalizing their countries! 
resources. 


In March 1951, the Iranian parliament voted to nationalize the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company—the British oil giant 
that struck oil near the Persian Gulf in 1908—and offered the premiership of the government to Mohammed 
Mossadegh, an outspoken secular nationalist. Immediately after taking office, Mossadegh effected the 
nationalization, stating: 


Our long years of negotiations with foreign countries [. . .] have yielded no results this far. With the oil revenues 
we could meet our entire budget and combat poverty, disease, and backwardness among our people. Another 
important consideration is that by the elimination of the power of the British company, we would also eliminate 
corruption and intrigue, by means of which the internal affairs of our country have been influenced. Once this 
tutelage has ceased, Iran will have achieved its economic and political independence. 


The nationalization put Tehran on a collision course with London. But Britain knew that a military intervention 
was not possible without American approval and, despite harsh economic sanctions on the country and a boycott 
of the newly nationalized oil industry that was joined by much of the Western world, they could not overthrow 
the Iranian government themselves. Instead, they had to turn to the US. 


Although the Truman administration was initially hesitant to become involved, that changed with the election of 
Dwight D. Eisenhower and the installation of the Dulles brothers, Allen and John Foster, as Director of Central 
Intelligence and Secretary of State respectively. By June of 1953, the CIA was already adapting the British coup 
proposal into their own covert operation, dubbed Operation TPAJAX. 


An open secret in the world of intelligence, the CIA/MI6 role in the overthrow of Mossadegh was officially 
denied by the US government for over half a century and is still unacknowledged by the British government to 
this day. Nevertheless, the CIA's own internal history of the operation, first revealed to the public in the year 
2000, confirms the extent of the American and British role in the coup. 


They convinced the Shah of Iran to agree to the plan. They handpicked General Fazlollah Zahedi as Mossadegh's 
successor. They rolled out a propaganda campaign to portray Mossadegh—a devout adherent to democratic 
nationalism who rigorously excluded the nation's communist party from his government—as a communist 
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sympathizer who would steer Iran into the arms of the Soviets; they spent hundreds of thousands of dollars 
bribing journalists, clerics, and even Iranian parliament members themselves to go along with the plot; and they 
used a network of agents and suitcases full of money to incite riots and protests across the country. 


In the end, the operation was a success. Mossadegh was driven from power, General Zahedi took his place, the 
Western-backed Shah ruled the country with the iron fist of his feared secret police for the next 25 years, and a 
new agreement on sales of Iranian oil was reached. This time, though, the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, now 
rebranded as British Petroleum, would not have a monopoly on the country's lucrative oil reserves; an 
international consortium was put together to share in the profits, with American companies Chevron and 
Standard Oil cut into the deal. 


But the eclipse of the old British Empire by the new American superpower became most obvious in Egypt 
during the Suez Crisis of 1956. 


Lying on the key spice and trade routes linking Europe and Asia, the importance of Egypt to the British Empire 
went back centuries. It was the British Navy under Nelson and the British Army under General Ralph 
Abercromby that drove Napoleon out of the country during the French campaign there at the turn of the 19th 
century. But it was the opening of the Suez Canal in 1869 that cemented Egypt's geopolitical importance for the 
British Empire. 


The Suez Canal—linking the Mediterranean Sea to the Red Sea and drastically reducing sailing distances from 
Asia to Europe—was technically the property of the Egyptians, but the project had been spearheaded by the 
French, and the concessionary company that operated the canal had been largely financed by French 
shareholders. An economic crisis in 1875, however, forced the Egyptian governor to sell his own shares to the 
British. As Parliament was not in session at the time of the sale, British Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli had to 
turn to his close personal friend, Lionel de Rothschild, for the £4,000,000 required to purchase the shares. After 
the British conquest of Egypt in 1882, an international agreement was signed declaring the canal a neutral zone 
under the protection of the British, whose troops were now installed in the country. 


This precarious balance of power lasted in various permutations for over 70 years, first under Britain's so-called 
"Veiled Protectorate" of Egypt in the decades leading up to WWI, then in a formal British occupation of the 
country during WWI and its aftermath, and then under Britain's Unilateral Declaration of Egyptian independence 
in 1922, which stipulated that the British would retain power over Egypt's defence and foreign policy. Britain's 
de facto control over the country was one of the grievances that gave rise to the Free Officers Movement, a cadre 
of Egyptian nationalists in the ranks of the Egyptian Armed Forces who toppled King Farouk and took over the 
government in the Egyptian Revolution of 1952. 


One of the movement's leaders, Gamal Abdel Nasser Hussein, became President of Egypt in 1954 and began to 
implement a series of nationalist, anti-imperialist measures that, like Mossadegh, put him at odds with the British 
forces in his country. These measures culminated with Nasser's nationalization of the Suez Canal on July 26, 
1956. 


The Suez Crisis led to a joint British-French-Israeli invasion of the country, but in this case, the US under 
Eisenhower declined to back the invasion. Instead, Eisenhower—still believing that diplomacy and pressure 
could turn Nasser from the Soviet orbit and help America leverage its influence over the Arab world—joined the 
USSR in forcing an end to the invasion. 


The crisis marked a definitive turning point. The age of the British Empire were over. The age of the American 
superpower had begun. From now on, American military and financial power would be the determining factor in 
the Muslim world—and indeed the world in general. 
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But the Americans had learned well from their British predecessors. The same tactics of strategic and shifting 
alliances, double dealings and covert operations that the British had used to maintain their influence for centuries 
would now be employed by the Americans to leverage their own power. 


They applied these lessons in Iran, where they supported the Shah's brutal dictatorship even as they maintained a 
secret communication channel with exiled religious leader Ayatollah Khomeini. 


They applied these lessons in Indonesia, where the US at various times supported the Islamic factions in their 
rebellion against the Sukarno government, the Sukarno government itself, and, eventually, Suharto, who 
slaughtered over half a million people on his US-backed rise to power. 


They applied these lessons in the Sinai Peninsula, where, as declassified documents now show, US Secretary of 
State Henry Kissinger helped engineer the Yom Kippur War so that "the Arabs would conclude the only way to 
peace was through us" and the Israelis would conclude that "they had to depend on us to win and couldn't win if 
we were too recalcitrant." 


And they applied these lessons in Saudi Arabia, where Treasury Secretary William Simon helped enshrine the 
US dollar's central role in global geopolitics and saved the US from the 1973 oil crisis by negotiating the_ 
petrodollar system, a covert deal with the House of Saud to purchase Saudi oil and sell them weapons and 
equipment in return for a Saudi pledge to finance American debt by investing their oil revenue in US Treasuries. 


This era of American-led intrigue and double-dealing would culminate in one of the most important years for the 
Muslim world in the modern era: 1979. 


That was the year of the Iranian revolution, when the American and British overthrow of Mossadegh in 1953 
would come home to roost in the overthrow of the Western-backed Shah and the first major victory for the 
forces of political Islam in the creation of the Islamic Republic of Iran. 


That was the year of the seizure of the Grand Mosque in Mecca, when Islamic hardliners shocked the Muslim 
world by storming the holiest mosque in Islam and, during a dramatic two-week standoff, calling for the 
overthrow of the House of Saud and the end of its attempts at westernization. 


That was the year Egyptian President Anwar Sadat signed a peace treaty with Israel, normalizing relations 
between the two countries and leading to Sadat's assassination by members of Egyptian Islamic Jihad just two 
years later. 


And that was also the year that developments in Afghanistan put in motion a chain of events that would lead to 
the creation of the group we now know as "Al Qaeda." 


On Christmas Eve 1979, Soviet troops began an invasion of Afghanistan. Initially, this was portrayed to the 
American public as a spontaneous act of aggression, the opening salvo in a new campaign by the Russians to 
conquer the region and upset the world order. 


JIMMY CARTER: Fifty thousand heavily armed Soviet troops have crossed the border and are now dispersed 
throughout Afghanistan, attempting to conquer the fiercely independent Muslim people of that country. 


[...] 
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If the Soviets are encouraged in this invasion by eventual success, and if they maintain their dominance over 
Afghanistan and then extend their control to adjacent countries, the stable, strategic, and peaceful balance of the 
entire world will be changed. 


SOURCE: January 4, 1980: Speech on Afghanistan 


As historians with access to USSR document archives now know, the Soviet leadership was extremely reluctant 
to become entangled in Afghanistan. Well aware of the country's reputation as a "graveyard of empires," Soviet 
politicians and military leaders knew that any attempt to bring Afghanistan under military and political control 
would be extremely difficult. 


Instead, the invasion was the end result of a series of events that threatened to plunge Afghanistan and the 
surrounding region into chaos. 


Starting in the wake of WWII, the urban, cosmopolitan political elite of the rural and agrarian nation of 
Afghanistan began a series of reforms and development projects that, they hoped, would bring their country into 
the modern era. Seeking assistance in this task, these leaders turned to the USSR, who, in addition to providing 
$100 million in low-interest credit to finance the projects, also welcomed members of the country's political and 
military elite for training at Soviet institutions. In turn, these young Afghan elites brought communism back to 
their country. 


The Afhgan communists supported a bloodless coup in Kabul in 1973, overthrowing the king and instituting a 
one-party state whose government included representation by the People's Democratic Party of Afghanistan 
(PDPA), a pro-Soviet, Marxist-Leninist party that boasted ties to the Afghan National Army. But the PDPA, 
frustrated by a perceived lack of progress toward communist goals on the part of this new government, 
precipitated another coup in 1978. This new communist government, led by Nur Muhammad Taraki, presided 
over a period of dramatic reform: Land reforms sought to limit how much land a family could own; social 
reforms abolished Shariah law, began education of women, and sought to end forced marriage and other 
traditional practices; and political dissidents were rounded up and resistant villagers massacred. 


Violently opposed both by the Islamic fundamentalists and conservatives in the country as well as opposing 
factions within his own party, Taraki was overthrown in September of 1979 and killed the following month. 
Taraki's sucessor and one-time protege, Hafizullah Amin, led an even shorter and more turbulent government. 
Taking over the presidency in September, Amin—who, the Russians feared, was seeking to improve 
Afghanistan's relations with the United States—was deposed when Soviet forces entered the country and 
assassinated him on December 27th, 1979. 


The official history—written by the CIA, echoed by the US State Department and propounded in Hollywood 
productions—maintains that the US response to the events in Afghanistan—a response that would go on to 
include billions of dollars in arms, funds and training for the Islamic resistance to the Soviet forces—began after 
the Soviet invasion in 1979. 


TERRY BOZEMAN (AS "CIA AWARD PRESENTER"): The defeat and breakup of the Soviet empire, 
culminating in the crumbling of the Berlin Wall, is one of the great events of world history. There were many 
heroes in this battle, but to Charlie Wilson must go this special recognition. 


Just 13 years ago, the Soviet Army appeared to be invincible. But Charlie, undeterred, engineered a lethal body 
blow that weakened the Communist empire. Without Charlie, history would be hugely and sadly different. 
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And so, for the first time, a civilian is being given our highest recognition, that of Honored Colleague. Ladies 
and gentlemen of the Clandestine Services, Congressman Charles Wilson. 


SOURCE: Charlie Wilson's War 


But this, too, is a lie. In reality, the covert operation to aid the mujahideen "freedom fighters" did not begin after 
the Soviets invaded, and it was not the work of Charlie Wilson. 


As former CIA director Robert Gates revealed in his 1996 autobiography, assistance to the Afghan mujahideen 
did not start after the Soviet invasion, but six months before, in July 1979, with President Jimmy Carter signing 
off on a covert operation to assist and fund the resistance forces in Afghanistan. This was done in the full 
knowledge that these forces might antagonize and draw the Soviets into the country, which is precisely what a 
certain faction of the Carter White House—known as "the bleeders" for their propensity to "bleed" the Soviet 
Union through an engaged guerrilla conflict like the US had experienced in Vietnam—wanted to achieve. 


This was confirmed two years later by Zbigniew Brzezinski, Carter's National Security Advisor, in a 1998 
interview: 


According to the official version of history, CIA aid to the mujahideen began during 1980, that is to say, after 
the Soviet army invaded Afghanistan on December 24, 1979. But the reality, closely guarded until now, is 
completely otherwise: Indeed, it was July 3, 1979 that President Carter signed the first directive for secret aid to 
the opponents of the pro-Soviet regime in Kabul. And that very day, I wrote a note to the president in which I 
explained to him that in my opinion this aid was going to induce a Soviet military intervention. 


The program that Carter signed off on—dubbed Operation Cyclone and billed as "the largest covert operation in 
history"—continued and expanded throughout the 1980s, leading to the rise of the Taliban and the 
encouragement of what Brzezinski called in that same interview "some agitated Muslims." 


KENNETH BRANNAGH: US National Security Advisor Brzezinski flew to Pakistan to set about rallying the 
resistance. He wanted to arm the mujahideen without revealing America's role. On the Afghan border near the 
Khyber Pass, he urged the "Soldiers of God" to redouble their efforts. 


ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI (in Pakistan): We know of their deep belief in God and we are confident that their 
struggle will succeed. That land over there is yours. You'll go back to it one day because your fight will prevail. 
And you'll have your homes and your mosques back again, because your cause is right and God is on your side. 


BRZEZINSKI (interview): The purpose of coordinating with the Pakistanis would be to make the Soviets bleed 
for as much and as long as is possible. 


SOURCE: Soldiers of God (Episode 20) 


News of the struggle began to spread throughout the Arab world, and soon the stories of the brave mujahideen 
fighting the communist infidels became a rallying cry for jihad. The Afghan resistance had made Peshawar, just 
over the border in Pakistan, their headquarters, and it was there that visitors from around the Muslim world 
heard first-hand the tales from the battles against the Soviets and saw for themselves the squalor of the refugees 
who had been forced from their homes by the Russian invaders. 


One such visitor was Abdullah Azzam, a passionate young Palestinian whose militant activism had cost him his 
job as a lecturer at King Abdulaziz University in Jeddah and had prompted him to take a position in Islamabad 
so he could be closer to the Afghan jihad. But this was still not close enough, and he resigned his position to 
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dedicate himself full time to the Afghan cause. He spent time in the refugee camps and mujahideen base at 
Peshawar, issued a fatwa arguing that Muslims had a duty to wage jihad in Afhganistan, and made frequent trips 
to Jeddah, where he recruited young Muslims for the cause. While in Jeddah, he stayed at the guest flat of a rich 
young Saudi named Osama bin Laden. 


Osama bin Laden was the 17th of 54 children of Mohammed bin Awad bin Laden, an itinerant laborer from 
Yemen who had worked his way up in the Saudi construction industry to become one of the wealthiest non- 
royals in the Saudi kingdom. Mohammed bin Laden's business— today known as the Binladin Group Global 
Holding Company and comprising a sprawling, multibillion-dollar multinational conglomerate involved in some 
of the largest construction projects in the world—started from humble beginnings. 


After arriving in Jeddah from his native Yemen in 1930, Mohammed bin Laden took a job as a dockworker, then 
as a bricklayer for Aramco during the country's first oil boom. When Aramco sought to subcontract some of the 
construction work it had undertaken for the Saudi government, bin Laden used the opportunity to grow his own 
construction firm. His exacting building standards, combined with his energy, his honesty and his willingness to 
work shoulder-to-shoulder with his men, earned Mohammed bin Laden a reputation as a craftsman and a teacher 
and brought him to the attention of King Ibn Saud's finance minister. 


The aging King Saud, by now largely confined to a wheelchair, gave bin Laden the chance to renovate his palace 
in Jeddah so that his car could be driven by ramp directly to his second-floor bedroom. Impressed with bin 
Laden's work (and bin Laden's gesture of personally driving the king's car up the newly installed ramp to make 
sure it would hold the weight), the king awarded him with a number of increasingly important projects and even 
appointed him as an honorary minister of public works. Bin Laden's business, later rebranded as the Saudi 
Binladin Group, would go on to construct most of the kingdom's roads, renovate the Prophet's Mosque at Medina 
and even renovate the Grand Mosque in Mecca itself. 


Although Mohammed bin Laden's fortune was split between dozens of heirs, and although Osama's father 
divorced his mother shortly after he was born, the younger bin Laden was still born into a life of luxury that few 
in the kingdom outside the royal family would ever know. Osama bin Laden's share of the family fortune has 
been estimated at $30 million, and it was expected that he would, like many of his brothers, take up the family 
business. He studied economics and business administration at King Abdulaziz University, where he met and 
was influenced by Abdullah Azzam, who was by then was already known for his credo "Jihad and the rifle 
alone: no negotiations, no conferences, and no dialogues." 


Accounts of when and how Osama bin Laden first ended up in Afghanistan differ. According to Osama himself, 
speaking to Robert Fisk in his first interview for the Western press in 1993: "When the invasion of Afghanistan 
started, I was enraged and went there at once - I arrived within days, before the end of 1979." Others contend 
that Osama had never heard of Afghanistan before the Soviet invasion and that he didn't set foot in the country 
itself until 1984. 


Whatever the case, by the mid-1980s bin Laden was well-known as one of the key fundraisers for the Afghan 
cause in the Arab world, using his family connections to gather donations from rich Saudis and delivering them 
to Pakistan to assist the fighters in the field. In 1984, Osama and Azzam co-founded Maktab al-Khidamat 
(MAK), or the "Office of Services," which the US government would later identify as "the precursor 
organization to Al Qaeda." The group aimed to recruit the foreign fighters that were taking up Azzam's call to 
join the jihad in Afghanistan, with bin Laden providing money through his fundraising connections and with 
direct contributions. 


Initially little more than a guest house in Peshawar where foreign recruits for the Afghan war could stop on their 
way to the front, the operation quickly expanded as money poured in and more fighters began to arrive. Soon it 
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caught the attention of other figures in the Afghan war, including Gulbuddin Hekmatyar—a brutal Afghan 
warlord supported by the US to the tune of $600 million who was known for killing more Afghans than Soviets 
—and Dr. Ayman Al-Zawahiri, the head of Egyptian Islamic Jihad who would go on to become Osama bin 
Laden's right-hand man. 


The New Yorker has called Zawahiri "The Man Behind Bin Laden." Syed Saleem Shahzad, a Pakistani journalist 
with access to senior Al Qaeda commanders, has argued it was Zawahiri, not the "figurehead" bin Laden, who 
"formulated the organization’s ideological line and devised operational plans." 


Born in a suburb of Cairo in 1951 to a distinguished middle-class family, Zawahiri went on to study medicine at 
Cairo University, eventually earning a master's degree in surgery and serving three years as a surgeon in the 
Egyptian Army before establishing his own clinic. He wore Western dress, avoided the radical Islamist activism 
sweeping campus in his university days, and, according to one Westerner who met him in the mid-1970s, didn't 
talk or act like "a traditional Muslim." 


But, we are asked to believe, this was all a front. In fact, according to the authors of the officially sanctioned 
history of Al Qaeda, Zawahiri was a lifelong radical who had joined the Muslim Brotherhood in 1965 at the 

tender young age of 14 and was set on his path toward violent jihad the next year, after the execution of the 

Brotherhood's then-leader, Sayyid Qutb. 


Qutb was famous for his role in inspiring a generation of radical Muslims—including Azzam, Osama and 
Zawahiri—to take up violent jihad against the West and the forces of modernity in the creation of a new 
caliphate. Less remembered is Qutb's assertion that —during the 1960s, when Saudi King Faisal was openly 
conspiring with the CIA and Aramco to stir up anti-socialist Muslim groups and undermine Pan-Arabism and 
Arab nationalism—"America made Islam." 


The then- 15-year-old Zawahiri, we are told, responded to Qutb's execution by helping to "form an underground 
militant cell dedicated to replacing the secular Egyptian government with an Islamic one." By the late 1970s, a 
number of these cells had merged into a larger militant organization, Egyptian Islamic Jihad, which, incensed by 
President Anwar Sadat's signing of a peace treaty with Israel, assassinated him during a military parade on 
October 6, 1981. 


Zawahiri was one of over 300 militants rounded up in the wake of the assassination and—having the best 
command of English among the defendants—became their spokesman for the international press. 


PRISONER: For the whole world, this is our word by Dr. Ayman Zawahiri. 


AYMAN AL-ZAWAHIRI: Now we want to speak to the whole world. Who are we? Who are we? Why did 
they bring us here? And what we want to say? About the first question: We are Muslims. We are Muslims who 
believe in their religion. [inaudible] We believe in our religion, both in ideology and practice, and hence we tried 
our best to establish an Islamic state and an Islamic society! 


SOURCE: The Power of Nightmares Pt. 1 


Before being arrested, Zawahiri had already spent some time in Peshawar, seeing firsthand the squalor of the 
refugee camps and even crossing the border into Afghanistan to witness the fighting itself. After his release from 
prison in Egypt in 1984, Zawahiri made his way to Jeddah and then back to Peshawar. 


Thus, by the mid-1980s, all of the main characters that were associated with the rise of modern Islamic terror 
and the founding of Al Qaeda—Azzam, Osama, Zawahiri and their early associates—were now directly 
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involved in the war in Afghanistan. They were not a single, cohesive group—Azzam and Zawahiri were rivals 
for Osama's funds and attention, with Zawahiri even spreading rumours among the mujahideen that Azzam 
worked for the Americans. But together, they formed the backbone of what would come to be called the "Afghan 
Arabs," an inaccurate term for all of the foreign jihadis who came to fight in Afghanistan, both Arab (including 
Saudis recruited by Osama and Egyptian members of Zawahiri's Islamic Jihad group) and non-Arab (Turks, 
Malays and others from across the Muslim world). 


The Afghan Arabs were not the main fighting force in Afghanistan. In fact, some argue they were almost totally 
irrelevant to the fight; making up only a small percentage of the total mujahideen, they often got into quarrels 
with the Afghan fighters and were responsible for almost no significant victories in the struggle against the 
Soviets. But the story of these "holy warriors" who had answered the call of jihad spread throughout the Muslim 
world, helped in no small part by their own propensity for self-promotion. Azzam launched Al-Jihad 

Magazine to help publicize the Afghan Arabs' exploits and, with Osama's funding behind him, was able to make 
it an international concern. Distributed in America by the Islamic Centre in Tucson, Arizona, the magazine sold 
thousands of copies per month in the US alone. 


But for some time there has been debate about the nature of the US role in fostering and funding the Afghan 
Arabs. While historians, scholars and journalists agree that CIA funding for the Afghan jihad—estimated to be 
well over $3 billion—did find its way to the Arab fighters, it has long been debated whether there was any direct 
contact between American intelligence and Osama bin Laden. 


In the officially sanctioned history of the Afghan-Soviet War, the Americans were aiding the people of 
Afghanistan, brave "freedom fighters" who were engaged in a heroic struggle against the evil Soviet Empire. 


RONALD REAGAN: The fact that freedom is the strongest force in the world is daily demonstrated by the 
people of Afghan. Accordingly, I am dedicating on behalf of the American people the March 22nd launch of the 
Columbia to the people of Afghanistan. 


SOURCE: Afghanistan Day Proclamation Speech 


REAGAN: The support that the United States has been providing the resistance will be strengthened, rather than 
diminished, so that it can continue to fight effectively for freedom. A just struggle against foreign tyranny can 
count upon worldwide support, both political and material. t 


Led 


On behalf of the American people, I salute chairman Kalis, his delegation and the people of Afghanistan 
themselves. 


[Applause] 
You are a nation of heroes. 


SOURCE: President Reagan's Remarks After a Meeting With Afghan Resistance Leaders on November 12 
1987 


RICHARD CRENNA (AS SAM TRAUTMAN): Hard to believe, John. 


SYLVESTER STALLONE (AS JOHN RAMBO): What's that, sir? 
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TRAUTMAN: Well, I hate to admit it, but I think we're getting soft. 

RAMBO: Maybe just a little, sir. Just a little. 

[CAPTION: THIS FILM IS DEDICATED TO THE GALLANT PEOPLE OF AFGHANISTAN. ] 
SOURCE: RAMBO II 


This is the story propounded by the final report of the 9/11 Commission, which holds that the covert aid supplied 
for the operation by the United States went to Pakistan, who then distributed the funds and supplies directly to 
the Afghan fighters, not the Afghan Arabs. "Saudi Arabia and the United States supplied billions of dollars 
worth of secret assistance to rebel groups in Afghanistan fighting the Soviet occupation," the 9/11 Commission 
explained in the section of its report dedicated to "The Rise of bin Laden and Al Qaeda." "This assistance was 
funneled through Pakistan: the Pakistani military intelligence service (Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate, or 
ISID), helped train the rebels and distribute the arms. But bin Laden and his comrades had their own sources of 
support and training, and they received little or no assistance from the United States." 


Here the 9/11 Commission is in agreement with Zawahiri himself, who insisted in his 2001 book, Knights Under 
the Prophet's Banner, that "the United States did not give one penny in aid to the mujahideen." After all, he adds: 
"If the Arab Afghans are the mercenaries of the United States who have now rebelled against it, why is the 
United States unable to buy them back now?" 


Zawahiri's rhetorical question has not always been answered in the way he intended it. In fact, numerous sources 
over the years have pointed to just such direct contact between the US and the Afghan Arabs—and even between 
the CIA and Osama bin Laden himself. 


There was Ted Gunderson, for example, a 27-year veteran of the FBI who claimed to have met bin Laden at the 
Hilton Hotel in Sherman Oaks, California, in 1986. Osama, Gunderson says, was introduced under the name 
"Tim Osman" and was in the midst of a US tour with a State Department handler, looking to procure weapons 
and support for the Afghan jihad. The only document that ever emerged to back this story up, however, was a 
crude, self-typed, single-page memo of unknown origin that only serves to throw an already dubious story into 
even further doubt. 


Or there was journalist Joseph Trento's claim in his 2006 book, Prelude to Terror: The Rogue CIA and the 
Legacy of America’s Private Intelligence Network, that "CIA money was actually funneled to MAK, since it was 
recruiting young Muslim men to come join the jihad in Afghanistan." That claim, however, comes from a 
"former CIA officer" who couldn’t be identified because "at the time of the writing of this book, he was back in 
Afghanistan as a private contractor." 


Or there was Simon Reeve, who wrote The New Jackals—the first book on Al Qaeda—in 1998. In it, he states 
that US agents "armed [bin Laden's] men by letting him pay rock-bottom prices for basic weapons." This claim, 
too, sources to an anonymous former CIA official. 


In 2000, The Guardian reported on "Bin Laden: the question facing the next US president," stating flatly: "In 
1986 the CIA even helped him [bin Laden] build an underground camp at Khost, where he was to train recruits 
from across the Islamic world in the business of guerrilla warfare." No source is provided for the claim, 
however. 


In 2003, MSNBC Senior Correspondent Michael Moran wrote that: "Bin Laden, along with a small group of 
Islamic militants from Egypt, Pakistan, Lebanon, Syria and Palestinian refugee camps all over the Middle East, 
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became the 'reliable' partners of the CIA in its war against Moscow." However, he conceded that "It should be 
pointed out that the evidence of bin Laden’s connection to these activities is mostly classified." 


Supporters of the official story, however, make a valid point: of all the things that the multimillionaire heir to the 
bin Laden family fortune needed on his rise to international infamy, money was not one of them. No, what bin 
Laden needed for his burgeoning terror group to thrive was not more money; it was protection. 


As he turned from "Anti-Soviet warrior" to international terror mastermind, bin Laden needed officials to look 
the other way as his people moved across borders. He needed routine security procedures to be abandoned at key 
moments. He needed intelligence agencies to disconnect the dots and fail to act on information at their disposal. 
When members of his organization got caught, he needed strings to be pulled so his associates could continue 
their operation. 


And, as we shall see, this is precisely the type of protection that Osama bin Laden and his associates were to 
receive time and again in the coming decades. 


Regardless of direct western intelligence involvement in the arming, funding or training of Maktab al-Khidamat, 
the question soon became a moot point. As the Afghan war was drawing to its inevitable conclusion and the 
Soviets prepared to march back to Moscow, Osama bin Laden was already planning a new group to consolidate 
his international network of mujahideen and to take the jihad global. 


According to documents obtained from a March 2002 raid of the Sarajevo offices of Benevolence International 
Foundation—a not-for-profit humanitarian relief organization that was declared a financier of terrorism in the 
wake of 9/1 1—the original idea for the founding of Al Qaeda was discussed in a meeting on August 11, 1988. In 
attendance at the meeting: Osama bin Laden, Mohamed Atef—an Egyptian engineer and member of Zawahiri's 
Egyptian Islamic Jihad who would go on to become Al Qaeda's military commander—Jamal al-Fadl, a Sudanese 
militant recruited for the Afghan war from the MAK's US headquarters in Brooklyn, and a dozen others. 


There are conflicting stories about the origin of the name "Al Qaeda," which means "the base" in Arabic. Bin 
Laden claims that "Al Qaeda" was simply the name used for the mujahideen training camps and "the name 
stayed." Others attribute it to Abdullah Azzam, who published a brief article in al-Jihad Magazine in April 1988, 
entitled "al-Qa’ida al-Subah," or, "The Solid Base," in which he wrote: 


For every invention there must be a vanguard (tali’a) to carry it forward and, while forcing its way into society, 
endure enormous expenses and costly sacrifices. There is no ideology, neither earthly nor heavenly, that does not 
require such a vanguard that gives everything it possesses in order to achieve victory for this ideology. It carries 
the flag all along the sheer endless and difficult path until it reaches its destination in the reality of life, since 
Allah has destined that it should make it and manifest itself. 


This vanguard constitutes the solid base (al-Qa’ida al-Subah) for the expected society. 


In 2005, former British Foreign Secretary Robin Cook claimed that Al Qaeda was literally "the database," that is, 
"the computer file of the thousands of mujahideen who were recruited and trained with help from the CIA to 
defeat the Russians." He did not, however, provide proof for this claim, evidence of the existence of such a 
database itself, or an explanation of how he knew this information. 


The founding document itself mentions "Al Qaeda Al Askariya" ("the Military Base"), explaining that: "The 
mentioned Al Qaeda is basically an organized Islamic faction, its goal will be to lift the word of God, to make 
his religion victorious." 
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It lists the "Requirements to enter Al Qaeda": 


e Members of the open duration. 

e Listening and obedient. 

e Good-manners. 

e Referred from a trusted side. 

e Obeying statutes and instructions of Al Qaida. These are from the rules of the work. 


It gives the pledge for new members: 


The pledge of God and his covenant is upon me, to listen and obey the superiors, who are doing this work, in 
energy, early-rising, difficulty, and easiness, and for his superiority upon us, so that the word of God will be the 
highest, and His religion victorious. 


And it ends by noting that there were "thirty brothers in Al Qaeda, meeting the requirements, and thank God." 


The meeting was noted by no one. In the larger scheme of things, it meant nothing. A ragtag band of thirty 
fighters, even if that ragtag band was led and financed by a Saudi millionaire, could accomplish very little on 
their own, and in the wake of the seismic forces taking place in Afghanistan at the time, it did not even register 
as a blip on the radar of anyone in the region. But the assistance and protection that would help steward this 
group of jihadi miscreants into a brand name for international terror was already in effect. 


The early glimmers of this protection could be seen in Maktab al-Khidamat's efforts to recruit and train 
mujahideen for the Afghan jihad in the US. Starting in Tucson, Arizona, MAK would go on to open 30 branches 
in cities across the US, including their most important location, the Al Kifah Refugee Center based out of 
Brooklyn's Faruq Mosque. The CIA's role in aiding MAK and AI Kifah in their recruitment efforts has been an 
acknowledged fact for decades. 


In 2001, Newsweek called the center "a dreary inner-city building that doubled as a recruiting post for the CIA 
seeking to steer fresh troops to the mujahideen." 


In 1995, New York Magazine explained: "The highlight for the centre’s regulars were the inspirational jihad 
lecture series, featuring CIA-sponsored speakers. One week on Atlantic Avenue, it might be a CIA-trained 
Afghan rebel travelling on a CIA-issued visa; the next, it might be a clean-cut Arabic-speaking Green Beret, who 
would lecture about the importance of being part of the mujahideen." 


J. Michael Springmann, a visa officer at the US Consulate in Jeddah from 1987 to 1989, testified how his 
decisions to deny visas to enter the United States to clearly unqualified applicants were routinely overridden by 
CIA officers at the consulate as part of their effort to "help Osama bin Laden's mujahideen in Afghanistan." 


J. MICHAEL SPRINGMANN: I was being pressured by the Consul, General Jay Philip Freres, by a consular 
officer—I'm sorry, not a consular officer, a commercial officer—and various other people throughout the 
consulate: "We need a visa for this guy." 


It wasn't a visa for my friend, it wasn't a visa for a prospective business contact. It was for somebody like the two 
Pakistanis who were going to a trade show in the United States: they couldn't name the trade show, they couldn't 
name the city in which it was being held, but a CIA case officer concealed in the commercial section demanded 
a visa for these people within the hour of my refusing them. 
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And I said, "No. They can't tell me where they're going, they can't tell me why they're going. The law is very 
clear: these are intending immigrants unless and until they can prove otherwise, and they haven't done it. Do you 
have some information that was not available to me when they applied?" He said, "No." I said, "They're not 
going." He went to Justice Stevens, the chief of the consular section, and got a visa for these guys. 


[...] 


And it wasn't until I was out of the Foreign Service (when my appointment had been terminated for unspecified 
reasons) that I learned from three good sources—Joe Trento, the journalist; a fellow attached to a university in 
Washington, D.C.; and a guy with expert knowledge on the Middle East who had worked for a government 
agency—they said, "It's very simple. The CIA and its asset, Osama bin Laden, were recruiting terrorists for the 
Afghan war." 


They were sending them to the United States for training, for rewards, for whatever purpose and then sending 
them on to Afghanistan. And most likely, the problems they had with the liquor at the consulate—large amounts 
be disappearing and being sold at very high markups and so forth—was being used to fund this. 


SOURCE: 9/11 Citizens' Commission - 10. Michael Springman VISAs for Terrorists 


In a 1994 debriefing of his experience at Jeddah, Springmann cited Sheikh Abdel-Rahman as one of the "CIA 
operatives" with "terrorist ties" who were being aided by this program. 


Omar Abdel-Rahman, better known as "the Blind Sheikh," was born in Egypt in 1938 and lost his eyesight at 
just 10 months old. Studying a braille version of the Qur'an, Rahman was sent to an Islamic boarding school, 
and, inspired by the writings of Sayyid Qutb, earned a doctorate in quranic interpretation from Al-Azhar 
University in Cairo. He made a name for himself among Islamic fundamentalists for his forceful denunciations 
of the secular government of Nasser, who imprisoned Rahman without charge for several months. It was 
Rahman who issued the fatwa that was used to justify the assassination of Sadat, and it was in prison, on trial for 
his part in the assassination, that Rahman met Zawahiri. 


After his release from prison, the Blind Sheikh made his way to join the jihad in Afghanistan, where, as even 
mainstream sources note, he "is said to have established links with the Central Intelligence Agency." The CIA, it 
was later reported, had paid for Rahman to travel to Peshawar and "preach to the Afghans about the necessity of 
unity to overthrow the Kabul regime." 


These CIA "links" served the Blind Sheikh well. As one of the most notorious Islamic radicals in the Middle 
East, the Blind Sheikh was on a US State Department terrorist watch list that should have barred him entry to 
America. Nevertheless, in May, 1990, he obtained a tourist visa to enter the United States from a consul in the 
US Embassy in Khartoum. When the visa was first reported to the public in December of that year, a 
spokesperson for the State Department insisted that the consul had "made a mistake," explaining that they "didn't 
follow the procedures" and failed to check Rahman's name against the State Department watchlist. 


It wasn't until July of 1993, five months after the bombing of the World Trade Center directed by Rahman and 
aided by an FBI informant, that the truth was revealed: "Central Intelligence Agency officers reviewed all seven 
applications made by Sheikh Omar Abdel Rahman to enter the United States between 1986 and 1990 and only 
once turned him down because of his connections to terrorism" reported The New York Times, adding that, 
"while the practice is somewhat sensitive and not widely known, it is not unusual for a low-level CIA officer to 
be assigned a post as a consular official, as they had been in each of the seven cases." It was later reported that 
the visas had been "a reward for [Rahman's] services" to the CIA in Afghanistan. 
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Incredibly, this was not the end of the string of "lucky breaks" that allowed Rahman, the leader of the first 
Islamic terror cell to operate on US soil, to continue his operations unmolested. 


In November of 1990, his CIA-approved tourist visa was revoked, "but because of a procedural error 
[immigration officials] were not aware that he was in the country" and had to begin an investigation before he 
could be deported. Despite all of this, Rahman was still able to obtain a green card for permanent residence in 
the United States in April of 1991. After leaving the country and returning in August of that year, immigration 
officials identified that he was on a watch list and "began proceedings to rescind his residency status," but "they 
allowed him to re-enter the United States anyway." His green card was revoked in March of 1992, but he was 
still allowed to remain in the country while he applied for political asylum and plotted the World Trade Center 
bombing out of the MAK-founded, CIA-connected Al Qaeda stronghold in Brooklyn, the Al Kifah Refugee 
Center. 


But as remarkable as the Blind Sheikh's story is, it is not unique. Rahman was not the only person associated 
with Al Qaeda's Al Kifah Center who proved able to freely enter the US despite being on a watchlist. 


In the late 1980s and early 1990s, Ayman Al-Zawahiri, the future leader of Al Qaeda, made at least three visits 
to the United States. Despite having been imprisoned in Egypt for three years after the assassination of Sadat and 
despite his known role as the leader of Egyptian Islamic Jihad, Zawahiri was able to enter the US and, using an 
alias and posing as a representative of the Kuwait Red Crescent Society, engage in fundraising for his terror 
group. His trip was made possible by one of his most important operatives, Ali Mohamed, who had arranged the 
trip and provided him with the fake passport he used to enter the country. 


It is in the story of Ali Mohamed, dubbed "Al Qaeda's triple agent," that the incredible ties between US 
intelligence and Al Qaeda are revealed. Indeed, the tale of Mohamed's unlikely career—described as "the most 
tantalizing and complex story in the history of al Qaeda's war against America"—is so utterly unbelievable that a 
Hollywood scriptwriter would reject it for being too implausible. 


The son of a career soldier in the Egyptian Army, Mohamed attended the Cairo Military Academy and obtained 
two bachelor’s degrees and a master’s degree in psychology from the University of Alexandria. Mohamed 
followed in his father's footsteps, joining the Egyptian Army and quickly rising to the rank of major. An 
intelligence officer in the Egyptian Special Forces, Mohamed was a member of the same unit that carried out the 
assassination of Sadat in 1981. But he was not in Egypt when it happened. He was training with the US Green 
Berets at Fort Bragg on a foreign officer exchange program. 


The FBI would later allege that it was during this training course that Mohamed was first approached by the 
CIA, who sought to recruit him as a foreign asset. That same year, Mohamed joined Zawahiri's Egyptian Islamic 
Jihad and raised the suspicions of the Egyptian Army not just for his ties to the Sadat assassination unit, but for 
his conspicuous acts of Islamic fundamentalism, including taking time for the five daily prayers and loudly 
proclaiming his Islamic beliefs to anyone who would listen. 


Discharged from the Egyptian Army in 1984, Mohamed—at the behest of Zawahiri—landed a job as a 
counterterrorism security advisor for Egypt Air. Impressed by Mohamed's abilities, Zawahiri tasked him with a 
seemingly impossible challenge: infiltrate an intelligence service of the US government. Remarkably, according 
to the official history of Al Qaeda propounded by the very intelligence services Mohamed was tasked with 
infiltrating, that was exactly what he did. 


According to that official story, in 1984 Mohamed turned up at the CIA station in Cairo, offering his services. 
The CIA took him up on the offer, sending him to Hamburg, Germany, to infiltrate a Hezbollah-linked mosque 
there. Upon arrival in Hamburg, Mohamed immediately announced that he had been sent by the CIA. The 
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agency, learning of the betrayal, officially cut their ties with him, putting Mohamed on a State Department 
watchlist that should have prevented him from entering the US. But, as government sources later told The 
Boston Globe, he was able to enter the country in 1985 anyway with the help of "clandestine CIA sponsorship." 
According to the report, Mohamed "benefitted from a little known visa-waiver program that allows the CIA and 
other security agencies to bring valuable agents into the country, bypassing the usual immigration formalities." 


What happened next defies all credulity. On his flight from Athens to New York, Mohamed sat next to Linda 
Lee Sanchez, a single medical technician from Santa Clara, California 10 years his senior. After spending the 
flight in conversation, the two agreed to meet again and six weeks later they were married at the Chapel of the 
Bells in Reno, Nevada. Now applying for US citizenship, Mohamed enlisted in the US Army in August 1986, 
completing basic training at Fort Jackson, South Carolina, and receiving an Army Achievement Medal for his 
exemplary performance. Completing jump school and qualifying as an expert marksman on the M-16, Mohamed 
quickly reached the rank of E-4 and was then inexplicably posted to the Special Operations Command at Fort 
Bragg, where he had earlier trained as a foreign exchange officer. Working as a supply sergeant for a Green 
Beret unit, he was soon lecturing on the Middle East to students at the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center, 
the training center for US special forces. 


ALI MOHAMED: Islam cannot survive in an area without political domination. Islam itself, as a religion, 
cannot survive. If I live in one area, we have to establish an Islamic state, because Islam without political 
domination cannot survive. 


SOURCE: The Middle East Focus Series Presented By: Ali Mohamed 


Even his commanding officer, Lt. Col. Robert Anderson, was stunned by the incredibly unlikely rise through the 
ranks of this watchlisted Muslim radical. 


"I think you or I would have a better chance of winning Powerball (a lottery), than an Egyptian major in the unit 
that assassinated Sadat would have getting a visa, getting to California . . . getting into the Army and getting 
assigned to a Special Forces unit," Anderson later told The San Francisco Chronicle. "That just doesn't happen. " 


But it did. And the unbelievable story of Ali Mohamed did not stop there; in fact, it was only just beginning. 


In 1987, Mustafa Shalabi, the emir of the Al Qaeda-linked Al Kifah Refugee Center in Brooklyn, transmitted a 
request from the mujahideen in Afghanistan for Ali Mohamed to come and train rebel troops in the camps there. 
Mohamed requested a 30-day leave from the Army and made his preparations to travel to Paris and from there 
on to Afghanistan using forged documents provided to him by mujahideen agents. 


Mohamed made no attempt to hide his plan and Lt. Colonel Steve Neely, the JFK Special Warfare Center 
instructor who hired Mohamed as a lecturer, was so upset at the idea—a US soldier heading to a war zone to 
engage in training and, inevitably, combat, without the permission of the Army—that he sent a report up the 
chain of command informing his superior officers about Mohamed's plan. But he never heard back. 


Ali Mohamed went to Afghanistan, where he not only provided training to the mujahideen, but, according to his 
own story, even fought and killed two Soviet Special Forces officers. When he returned to his duties at Fort 
Bragg after his 30 day leave, he even presented one of his mementos—a belt from one of the Soviet soldiers he 
had killed—to his commanding officer. 


NARRATOR: Fort Bragg, North Carolina. A month after he left for Afghanistan, Ali Mohammed returns here 
11 kilograms lighter and brandishing a war trophy. 
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LT. COL. ROBERT ANDERSON: Then he came back and gave us a debriefing with maps and even brought 
back this Russian Special Forces belt. He said that he'd killed the Russian Special Forces soldier. 


NARRATOR: Col. Anderson says he sent two separate reports to his superiors criticizing Ali Mohamed for his 
Afghan adventure. He receives no response. Anderson says he did not have enough evidence to bring charges 
against Mohamed. 


SOURCE: Triple Cross: Bin Laden's Spy in America 


So outrageous was Mohamed's behaviour that his commanding officer came to believe that he was being 
"sponsored" by a US intelligence agency. "I assumed the CIA," he told The San Francisco Chronicle. Anderson 
was not alone in this belief. Back in California, Mohamed's friends also assumed his CIA ties. "Everyone in the 
community knew he was working as a liaison between the CIA and the Afghan cause," Ali Zaki, a San Jose 
obstetrician who was close to Mohamed, told The Washington Post. 


CIA sponsorship would explain Mohamed's incredible ability to break Army regulations at will with complete 
impunity. While serving in the US Armed Forces, Mohamed spent his weekends traveling from Fort Bragg to 
Brooklyn, where he lectured at the Al Kifah Refugee Center and began providing military training and stolen US 
Special Forces documents to a cell of Islamic militants based there. 


Despite all of this, Mohamed received an honourable discharge from active duty in November 1989. Among the_ 
commendations he received: one for "patriotism, valor, fidelity and professional excellence." He remained a 
member of the US Army Reserve as he returned to his wife in California and began the next leg of his career. 


As we shall see, this increasingly implausible story involved Mohamed becoming an FBI informant while 
simultaneously training and steering the terror cells that would be linked to the World Trade Center bombing, the 
US Embassy bombings and the other spectacular attacks in the 1990s that would make Al Qaeda synonymous 
with international terrorism, evading the justice system for years and then disappearing off the face of the planet. 


By the time Mohamed left active duty at the end of 1989, the world order was beginning to shift. The Soviets 
had retreated from Afghanistan and within two short years the Soviet Union itself had ceased to exist. The Cold 
War was over and the public was promised a new world of peace and tranquility. 


GEORGE H. W. BUSH: We stand tonight before a new world of hope and possibilities for our children, a 
world we could not have contemplated a few years ago. The challenge for us now is to engage these new states 
in sustaining the peace and building a more prosperous future. 


SOURCE: Cold war ended 25 December 1991 


But this promised "new world of hope" never arrived. Instead, the world was about to be thrust into a new age of 
terror. And the public face of that terror, a young Saudi millionaire who was still being touted as an "Anti-Soviet 
Warrior," had just cobbled together his band of Islamic militants, his Al Qaeda "base," in the training camps of 
Afghanistan. 


And, as we will see, as the world plunged into this new era of violence, the planners of the American Empire— 
like the planners of the British Empire before them—were more than willing to aid, protect and use these radical 


Muslims to attain their own ends. 


TO BE CONTINUED... 
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Part Two: 9/11 


Watch on Archive / BitChute / Odysee or Download the mp4 video / mp3 audio 


CLICK HERE for a german translation of this video 


"The terrorist and the policeman both come from the same basket. Revolution, legality—counter-moves in the 
same game; forms of idleness at bottom identical." 


- Joseph Conrad 
INTRODUCTION 
Alexandria, Egypt. July 23, 1954. 


It's Revolution Day in Egypt and the streets of Alexandria are teeming with revelers. Two men—Victor Levy 
and Philip Natanson—pick their way through the crowd on their way to the cinema quarter, each nervously 
clutching a device in their pocket. Eyeing the fire trucks parked at the intersections, Philip leans over to Victor 
and whispers: "They're expecting us." 


They reach the steps of the Rio Cinema just as the audience from the afternoon showing begin pouring out of the 
entrance. They fight their way through the stream of people and into the foyer and immediately see a man in the 
usual garb of an Egyptian plainclothes detective waiting for them. Philip turns to run away but instantly a wave 
of heat begins to sear his thigh. He tries to tell Victor to run, but no words come out. Instead, a white hot flame 
leaps from his trousers. He squeezes his thigh with all his strength in a vain attempt to stop the flame before the 
bomb can ignite—but it's too late. 


There's an explosion. 


Philip lies on the ground, his arms and legs burnt black from the bomb. Victor is nowhere to be seen. Soon, a 
police sergeant arrives, along with the plainclothes detective. Someone in the crowd shouts, "Take care! He may 
have another bomb!" But the sergeant moves in all the same. "Don't worry. We were waiting for them." 


The police had been expecting them. Victor and Philip were Egyptian Jews, members of a sleeper cell 
established by Israeli military intelligence in 1951. 


The Israelis had watched in dismay as the military coup in Egypt in 1952 led to the rise of Gamel Abdel Nasser, 
who was not only hostile to Israel, but who, as a perceived anti-communist, was securing military and financial 
aid from the Americans and even the British. With Britain already staging talks to withdraw from their Suez 
military base, Israel decided to act. In 1954, they activated their military intelligence sleeper cell in the country 
for an audacious mission. Codenamed Operation Susannah, their plan was to stage an increasingly spectacular 
series of bombings in Cairo and Alexandria. 


The first bombing—an explosion at the Alexandria central post office on July 2nd—had gone off without a 
hitch. The second, a simultaneous attack on the American Libraries in Cairo and Alexandria, was similarly 
successful. It was their third attack—an ambitious attempt to bomb two cinemas in Cairo, two in Alexandria and 
the Cairo railway station—that failed, derailing the operation. Ten members of the cell were rounded up. Of the 
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ten, two committed suicide in the course of their interrogations by the Egyptian police, two more were executed, 
and six were sentenced to prison, eventually making their way to Israel after their release. 


After decades of internal Israeli investigations, finger-pointing, political scandal and high-profile resignations, 
the full truth of Operation Susannah remains shrouded in official secrecy. The Israeli government did not even 
formally acknowledge the incident until 2005, a full half-century after the affair, when nine of the agents were 


officially commended for their service. 


But the reasoning behind the operation was revealed during one of the commissions of inquiry that was 
established to examine the affair. According to one officer who was given oral instructions directly from Israel's 
Military Intelligence chief, Binyamin Gibli: 


[Our goal is] to break the West's confidence in the existing [Egyptian] regime . . .. The actions should cause 
arrests, demonstrations, and expressions of revenge. The Israeli origin should be totally covered while attention 
should be shifted to any other possible factor. The purpose is to prevent economic and military aid from the West 


to Egypt. 


In short, the Israelis had attempted a false flag operation, hoping to blame their own spectacular acts of violence 
on the Muslim Brotherhood or the communists in order to destabilize Nasser's government, undermine Western 
confidence in its Egyptian ally, and persuade the British military to remain at their Suez base. 


The operation was a failure in every sense. The cell was discovered and its members imprisoned. Their actions 
did not destabilize the Nasser government, nor did they influence the relationship between Egypt and the West. 
And the British did leave their base in 1956, after an abortive Israeli/British/French invasion of the region was 
brought to an end by the US and the Soviets. But it did implant an idea in the minds of the Western military 
planners: that acts of terrorism could be staged and blamed on Muslim scapegoats to further their own political 
goals. 


As we shall see, it was not long before America's military brass were forwarding their own operational plans 
making use of this tactic .. . plans that would culminate in the most spectacular terrorist attack the world had yet 
seen. 


Part Two: 9/11 
Tuesday, September 11, 2001, dawned temperate and nearly cloudless in the eastern United States. 


EARLY SHOW: Miles and miles of sunshine. Miles Davis. Going to put Miles out there today. Nice as it could 
be across the Northeast. Rough seas still from the chop from that hurricane, but other than that it’s kind of quiet 
around the country. We like quiet. It’s quiet. It’s too quiet. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 8:3lam EDT on WUSA - The Early Show 


In a matter of moments, however, the quiet of that Tuesday morning transformed into the turbulence of 9/11, and 
the world seemed to turn upside down. As the events of that day played out like a Hollywood movie on TV 
screens around the world, the meaning of those events was still far from clear. Who was behind this attack? Why 
were they attacking? What did the perpetrators hope to gain from it? 


And yet it was there, in the initial hours of those chaotic events—years before the congressional inquiries and 
presidential commissions presumed to answer those questions—that all of the essential pieces of the official 
story of 9/11 were laid out on the tv screens of the American public. 
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8:50 AM 

DIANE SAWYER: We want to tell you what we know as we know it, but we just got a report in that there's 
been some sort of explosion at the World Trade Center in New York City. One report said—and we can't 
confirm any of this—that a plane may have hit one of the two towers of the World Trade Center, but again you're 
seeing the live pictures here. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 8:50am EDT on WJLA - ABC News Good Morning America 


9:03 AM 

JON SCOTT: There was a pilot who flew— There was another one! We just saw— We just saw another one. 
We just saw another one apparently go— Another plane just flew into the second tower. This raises— This has 
to be deliberate, folks. 


CORRESPONDENT: Well, that would begin to say that, yeah. 


SCOTT: We just saw on live television as a second plane flew into the second tower of the World Trade Center. 
Now, given what has been going on around the world, some of the key suspects come to mind: Osama bin 
Laden. Who knows what? 


SOURCE: Original News Broadcast on 9/11/01 


11:51 AM 

MARK WALSH: I was watching with my roommate—it was approximately several minutes after the first plane 
had hit. I saw this plane come out of nowhere and just ream right into the side of the Twin Tower, exploding 
through the other side. And then I witnessed both towers collapse, one first and then the second, mostly due to 
structural failure because the fire was just too intense. 


SOURCE: FOX News 9-11-2001 Live Coverage 8:46 A.M E.T - 5:00 P.M E.T 


11:54 AM 
JERROLD POST: I am sure the highest degree of probability associated with this attack, which had remarkable 
coordination and logistical sophistication, would be Osama bin Laden's Al Qaeda group. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 11:54am EDT on WTTG 


5:54 PM 


KATIE COURIC: One senior US intelligence official says now that the US is 90% certain that bin Laden was 
responsible for today's attack. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 5:54pm EDT on WRC - News 4 at 5 


8:22 PM 


PETER JENNINGS: He—an engineer and an architect—speculates here that the heat above the crash site on 
the twin trade towers may have indeed caused the building above to melt, just simply collapsing in itself and 
putting enormous weight on the rest of the building below, which could not possibly stand it. Now the steel 
columns which go up through the building, built to code at best, would only be able, he believes, to have been 
able to stand an hour or an hour and a half of intense fire like this, pressing down on the rest of the building until 
it finally was able to give way. 
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Remarkably, these initial, off-the-cuff speculations turned out to be—according to the various inquiries and 
investigations that followed—accurate in all their main respects. Osama bin Laden, the mastermind of the Al 
Qaeda terrorist organization, had planned and directed this attack. The Twin Towers had collapsed due to 
structural failure, because the fire was just too intense. 


These assertions, drilled into the minds of a susceptible audience still reeling in shock from the horror of the 
events they had just witnessed, became the core tenets of what would become enshrined in the final report of the 
9/11 Commission as the "official story" of 9/11. 


In this official story, Osama bin Laden, once the "anti-Soviet warrior on the road to peace," was now an 
international terror kingpin. Radicalized by the arrival of US military forces in the Arabian peninsula in the Gulf 
War, he issued a fatwa against the United States and began a series of strikes on US targets; first bombing the 
US embassies in Tanzania and Kenya in 1998, and then bombing the USS Cole while it was harbored in Aden in 
October of 2000. 


According to this version of events, the 9/11 plot was hatched by Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, a "highly 
educated" Pakistani militant who presented the "planes operation"—as the 9/11 Commission asserts it was 
originally known—to Osama bin Laden and his chief of operations, Mohammed Atef, in 1996. It was bin Laden, 
we are told, who greenlighted the operation "sometime in late 1998 or early 1999." The three of them developed 
a list of buildings to be targeted—the White House, the U.S. Capitol, the Pentagon, and the World Trade Center 
—and bin Laden himself handpicked the men he wanted to carry out the operation. 


Carefully moving their operatives into place over the course of the next two years, this crack terror squad— 
devoted Muslim radicals willing to die for their beliefs—succeeded through a combination of skill and the 
colossal failure of the American intelligence complex, hindered by bureaucracy and hampered by a lack of 
political will to recognize the growing threat of Islamic terror. 


No individual was to blame for this "failure," the official story of 9/11 concludes, but the remedy to the problems 
presented by the 9/11 attack was obvious: to erect a new homeland security complex, tear down the walls 
between foreign intelligence and domestic policing, implement warrantless surveillance and other legally 
dubious means of disrupting potential terror threats on the home front, and launch a war on terror abroad to bring 
the battle to the terrorists. 


But this narrative, now enshrined as the official history of 9/11—that the 9/11 plot was hatched by Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed in 1996, that it was directed by terrorist mastermind Osama bin Laden and that it was 
executed by Al Qaeda so flawlessly that the intelligence agencies could not have even envisioned it, let alone 
prevented it— 


GEORGE W. BUSH: Nobody in our government, at least—and I don't think the prior government—could 
envision flying airplanes into buildings. 


SOURCE: The President's News Conference - April 13, 2004 
—is now contested in every respect, even by defenders of that official history. 
As even mainstream authors like Jason Burke were forced to admit, the popular conception of Al Qaeda—that of 


a top-down organization with a single leader overseeing its operations—was a convenient fiction, created by the 
FBI so they could prosecute bin Laden in absentia for the 1998 bombings of two US embassies in East Africa. In 
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order to prosecute bin Laden, they had to show that Al Qaeda "coordinates the activities of its global 
membership" and that bin Laden, as the leader of the group, bears the responsibility for any actions attributed to 
the organization. 


JASON BURKE: The idea, which is critical to the FBI's prosecution—that bin Laden ran a coherent 
organization with operatives and cells all around the world, of which you could be a member—is a myth. There 
is no Al Qaeda organization. There is no international network with a leader, with carders who will 
unquestionably obey orders, with tentacles that stretch out to sleeper cells in America, in Africa, in Europe. That 
idea of a coherent structured terrorist network with an organized capability simply does not exist. 


SOURCE: The Power Of Nightmares: Part 3 The Shadows In The Cave (2004 


Even the 9/11 Commission's final report had to admit that Al Qaeda was less of a mafia-like organization with a 
capo served by his faithful lieutenants and more of a funding organization for "terrorist entrepreneurs." "Al 
Qaeda's worldwide terrorist operations," the report conceded, "relied heavily on the ideas and work of 
enterprising and strong-willed field commanders who enjoyed considerable autonomy." 


As we saw in Part | of this exploration, Origin Story, these "terrorist entrepreneurs" included among their ranks 
renowned international Islamic radicals—like "The Blind Sheikh," Omar Abdel Rahman—and lesser-known but 
incredibly prolific terror cell leaders—like Ali Mohamed—whose remarkable abilities to evade State 
Department watch lists and foment and direct spectacular terror attacks directly under the nose of the intelligence 
agencies defies explanation . . . unless one assumes, as their closest associates did, that they were working under 
the purview of those intelligence agencies. 


In order to better understand this aspect of the story, we have to return to 1990, the year that the specter of 
Islamic terror appeared on the shores of the United States. 


Abdullah Azzam—Osama bin Laden's mentor and co-founder with bin Laden of the Maktab al-Khidamat 
(MAK), or the "Office of Services," which provided funding, training and an international support network to 
the "Afghan Arabs" during the Soviet-Afghan war—is dead, killed in a car bombing in Peshawar, Pakistan. It is 
never determined who committed the assassination, but Azzam's death resolves a dispute about the future of the 
jihad movement. Azzam had favoured continuing the fight in Afghanistan, pressing for the formation of an 
Islamic regime in Kabul. Bin Laden had other ideas; and now, as the undisputed leader of the old MAK network, 
he is free to pursue those ideas under the "Al Qaeda" banner. 


But "Al Qaeda," at this point, barely even exists as a propaganda construct. Despite grandiose visions of creating 
"a unified global jihad movement," the withdrawal of the Soviets from Afghanistan and the end of the war leaves 
the group's future in doubt. Bin Laden returns to Saudi Arabia, looking for ways to leverage his family's wealth 
and power to make a name for himself in the Muslim world. 


Meanwhile, in New York, the era of "Islamic terror" in the United States is about to begin. 

Manhattan, New York. November 5, 1990. 

Meir Kahane—an Orthodox Jewish rabbi and a convicted terrorist whose anti-Arab views were considered so 
extreme he was banned from the Israeli Knesset—has just finished delivering a speech in the Morgan D Room of 


the New York Marriott East Side Hotel. Leaving the podium, Kahane has begun mingling with the crowd. 
Suddenly one man, Sayyid Nosair, draws a .357 Magnum and fires, hitting Kahane twice, once in the neck. 
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Nosair flees, shooting one of Kahane's supporters in the leg in his rush out the door. His accomplice, Mahmud 
Abouhalima, is supposed to be waiting at the front door in a taxi to drive him away, but the doorman had waved 
Abouhalima away moments earlier, so Nosair jumps in the wrong cab by mistake. When he realizes his error, he 
brandishes the .357, ordering the cabbie to start driving. Instead, the driver scrambles out of the taxi and runs 
away. 


Nosair is forced to flee on foot, racing down Lexington Avenue with his gun still in hand. Carlos Acosta, a US 
postal inspector, tries to stop him, drawing his weapon, but it's too late; Nosair fires first, hitting Acosta in the 
shoulder. Undeterred, Acosta drops to his knee, steadies himself and shoots back, hitting Nosair in the neck. 
Both Nosair and Kahane are rushed to Bellevue Hospital's trauma unit. Nosair survives his emergency operation. 
Kahane does not. 


The dramatic events of that November night would culminate in an even more surprising verdict 13 months later. 
Not only was Nosair treated as a "lone gunman" acting of his own accord, but he was not even convicted of 
Kahane's murder. Despite such a brazen assassination—perpetrated in a crowded room and followed by a 
spectacular chase—Nosair was acquitted of murder, convicted instead on four lesser counts, including gun 
possession, assault and coercion. He was sentenced to just 22 years. 


So, what went wrong? The jurors contend that they had "reasonable doubt" of Nosair's guilt because "the 
prosecution did not offer a witness during the five-week trial who saw the defendant fire the fatal shots" and— 
since Kahane's family had opposed an autopsy—the fatal bullet could not be matched to Nosair's weapon. But, in 
reality, the fix was in from the start. As even the Congressional Joint Inquiry into the 9/11 attacks conceded in a 
staff statement a decade after the trial: 


According to FBI officials who were interviewed, the NYPD and the District Attorney’s office resisted attempts 
to label the Kahane assassination a 'conspiracy' despite the apparent links to a broader network of radicals. 
Instead, these organizations reportedly wanted the appearance of speedy justice and a quick resolution to a 
volatile situation. By arresting Nosair, they felt they had accomplished both. 


The typically bureaucratic wording of the statement obscures the reality: the NYPD and the District Attorney's 
office didn't just passively resist the attempts to "label" the assassination a "conspiracy"; they deliberately 
covered up vitally important information that would have unwound that conspiracy and undermined the next 
decade of spectacular Al Qaeda terrorism. 


Immediately after his arrest, forty-seven boxes of material were seized from Nosair's house in New Jersey. 
Among those materials were Top Secret training manuals from Fort Bragg and Secret communiqués from the US 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Lest there be any doubt where the materials came from, they even discovered a video of Ali 
Mohammed's lectures at the Kennedy Special Warfare Center at Fort Bragg. But those weren't the only pieces of 
evidence that connected the Kahane assassination conspiracy—now commonly portrayed as the first act of 
Islamic terrorism on US soil—to Ali Mohammed, the remarkable CIA asset, US Army officer and FBI informant 
who, we are told, was "Al Qaeda's" strangely untouchable "triple agent" in the heart of the American intelligence 
establishment. 


El Sayyid Nosair himself—the 34-year old Egyptian-born janitor with a penchant for Prozac who quite literally 
got away with murder—was, as it turns out, not unknown to the authorities. In fact, he had been known to the 
FBI since at least the previous summer. That's when, as it was later admitted, Nosair and a ragtag bunch of 
associates had been surveilled loading up a convoy of vehicles with semi-automatic weapons and copious 
amounts of ammo and heading to the Calverton Shooting Range on Long Island. 
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For four consecutive Sundays in July of 1989, the FBI's elite Special Operations Group—apparently tipped off 
that "PLO terrorists were threatening to blow up casinos in Atlantic City"—followed Nosair's convoy to the 
shooting range, snapping dozens of photographs of the group engaging in target practice with handguns, rifles 
and even an AK-47. 


The group had set off from the Brooklyn Al Kifah Refugee Center—A1 Qaeda's New York office, which, as we 
have seen, not only operated in full view of the intelligence community but "doubled as a recruiting post for the 
CIA seeking to steer fresh troops to the mujahideen" in Afghanistan. 


Among those in attendance at the FBI-surveilled target practice sessions: 


e Nosair himself, brandishing the chrome-plated .357 that he would later use to slay Kahane; 

e Clement Rodney Hampton-El, an American-born black Muslim medical technician known as "Dr. 
Rashid," who claimed to have been wounded in Afghanistan; 

e Mahmud Abouhalima, known as "the Red" for his curly red hair, covered during the sessions by an NRA 
cap, 

e Nidal Ayyad, a Kuwaiti who had taken classes to become a US citizen; and 

e Mohammed Salameh, a Palestinian who grew up in Jordan and studied under Abdullah Azzam. 


Not present at those sessions in July, however, was the group's trainer, Ali Mohammed, the remarkable Al Qaeda 
"triple agent" who had been taking weekend breaks from his post at the heart of the US Army's Special Forces 
training center at Fort Bragg to instruct the Al Kifah cell in the techniques of guerrilla warfare, including bomb- 
making and weapons-handling. 


Nosair and his fellow Al Kifah plotters had been under surveillance by the FBI. Mohammed, their handler came 
straight from Fort Bragg, providing them with Top Secret government documents and personally overseeing 
their training. But, incredibly, none of these points were raised at Nosair's trial for the murder of Kahane. FBI 
officers who tried to follow the leads into the bigger plot were ordered to stand down. 


INTERVIEWER: What was your feeling about the "lone gunman" theory? 


ROBERT FRIEDMAN: I thought it was preposterous. Based on what my sources in the NYPD told me that 
they were ordered to treat this as a simple homicide, based on what my sources in the FBI told me that every 
time that they got a little bit ambitious and started broadening their investigation to search out El Sayyid Nosair's 
possible alleged terrorist links, they were told from the top to cool it, to stop investigating. That the NYPD 
would handle it as a simple homicide. 


SOURCE: Hidden Path To Y11 


And, according to the official history, the boxes of Arabic documents seized from Nosait's house were not 
translated until years later. 


Nosair's "not guilty" verdict was cheered by his supporters, and the same cadre of Ali Mohammed-trained 
radicals who had been surveilled at the shooting range by the FBI moved on to plot their next spectacular terror 
attack: the bombing of the World Trade Center. 


And, as would be revealed in dramatic fashion years after the event, this plot, too, had an FBI informant at its 
heart. 
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DAN RATHER: Last winter, the FBI was praised for its speed in cracking the case of the World Trade Center 
bombing and bringing four suspects to trial. Now there is some evidence that the FBI may have known of the 
plot in advance through an informant and might—might—even have stopped the bombing that killed six people. 


SOURCE: FBI could have stopped the 1993 World Trade Center bombing 


When Emad Salem—a former lieutenant colonel in the Egyptian army who arrived in the United States in 1988 
—began working as an FBI asset, he was not originally assigned to infiltrate Islamic terror groups. No, in 1988 

the Cold War was still on and the FBI tasked Salem with penetrating KGB and Russian mafia rings operating in 
New York City. 


But by 1991, things had changed. With the Cold War over, the Bureau's priorities were shifting. Salem's handler, 
Nancy Floyd, who appreciated his work, thought the Egyptian informant's background might make him useful to 
the FBI's Joint Terrorism Task Force. Salem's new handlers in the Bureau's counterterror division, Louie Napoli 
and John Anticev, put him to work infiltrating the groups raising funds for international Islamic terror on US 
soil. His first priority: insinuating himself into the ring around the Blind Sheikh, Omar Abel Rahman, including 
El Sayyid Nosair, then on trial for the slaying of Kahane, and his Calverton shooting range associates. 


Salem was remarkably successful in his assignment. Haunting the trial of Nosair, he soon befriended Nosair's 
cousin, Ibrahim el-Gabrowny. El-Gabrowny immediately took to the affable Egyptian, introducing Salem to 
Nosair in jail and describing him as "a new member of the family." In a mere matter of weeks, Salem was caught 
on camera as one of Rahman's bodyguards, even personally driving the Blind Sheikh to Detroit to deliver 
fundraising speeches. 


Soon thereafter, el-Gabrowny invited Salem to join him for dinner at his Brooklyn apartment. There, after 
turning up the television in the dining room, explaining that he feared the apartment was bugged, el-Gabrowny 
sought to recruit Salem for a special mission. 

EMAD SALEM: I was in Brooklyn with Ibrahim el-Gabrowny. Ibrahim el-Gabrowny is Sayyid Nosait's cousin. 
He said that "We should start to do something, brother, so the government has some pressure and they don't put 
Brother Sayyid in more troubles." 

So I said, "Sure, of course we should do something." 

He said, "OK, and you know how to build a bomb? 

I said, "Of course! That's what we do!" 


He said, "OK, I want you to build some bombs and I'll tell you later. What do you need?" 


So I said to Ibrahim el-Gabrowny, "I need explosives, I need detonators, I need people to help me build the 
bombs, I need a safe place to build a bomb in." 


He said, "OK. Let me make some phone calls to Afghanistan." 


SOURCE: The Terror Routes - El. 1979-1993 Angels & Demons 


At this early stage, the plot was less of a precise plan and more of a vague idea, devoid of details. Even the target 
of the proposed attack was undecided, with Salem being told that the group intended to set off bombs at twelve 
"Jewish locations," including temples, banks and Jewish centres around Brooklyn and Manhattan. Without 
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knowing it and with hardly any effort, Salem had been recruited into an operation that would eventually result in 
the 1993 World Trade Center bombing. 


Salem worked the plot as best he could, meeting more of the Calverton shooting range associates and gathering 
information from the cell members to pass along to the Bureau. As the preparations for the bombing began to 
take shape, Salem's role in the FBI sting operation seemed clear: he would lead the cell along, swapping out the 
explosives for a harmless powder before the bombs were placed. Then, when the cell was ready to strike, the FBI 
would swoop in and round up the plotters. 


But that is not what happened. 


Salem's remarkable success in infiltrating an active plot to stage terror attacks in New York—something that 
most FBI assets fail to accomplish in the course of their career— is, in retrospect, stunning. But not as stunning 
as the FBI's response to this incredible turn of events. 


As author and journalist Peter Lance, who interviewed many of the FBI personnel involved in the story, 
explained in his book, Triple Cross: 


[Part of Salem's deal with the Feds was that he would be a deep cover "asset," as opposed to an informant who 
was willing to tape conversations and swear to his undercover evidence on the stand. Salem, who had family in 
Egypt, was deeply wary of the Blind Sheikh's deadly reach. So the Bureau promised him that he'd never have to 
wear a wire or testify in open court. 


But in June 1992, Carson Dunbar—a rising young star in the FBI's New York Office—was appointed to head the 
counterterror division. Dunbar and his deputy, John Crouthamel, didn't trust Salem. Soon they were trying to get 
him to submit to additional polygraphs and, eventually, they broke their deal with Salem and demanded he wear 

a wire. Salem refused and withdrew from the operation, shutting the FBI out of the bomb plot. 


SALEM: It was a silly, personal confrontation. And, actually, he said (and I quote him), "You son of a bitch! 
Coming from the Middle East, dragging sand in your shoes all the way up to here to tell me how to run my FBI 
and how to do my job!" 


I told him, "Sir, I am doing your job. None of your agents could have went undercover that deep. I'm doing it, 
you're not." 


And that even provoked him more and he said, "Get out of here!" 


I walked out of his office, I looked at Nancy and John. I said, "Guys, when this bomb been built by somebody 
and goes off by somebody else, don't come knock on my door!" 


And that was it. And I walked away. 


SOURCE: The Terror Routes - El. 1979-1993 Angels & Demons 


With Salem out of the picture, the Ali Mohammed-trained, Blind Sheikh-supported, Al Kifah-connected cell 
continued on with their plot. But, with internal disputes disrupting their plans, they had to find someone else to 
actually build the bomb. They found that person in Ramzi Yousef. 


To this day, despite having been caught, tried and convicted for the World Trade Center bombing, little is known 
about Ramzi Yousef's origins, or even his identity. The 9/11 Commission—relying on the torture testimony of 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 296 


his uncle, Khalid Sheikh Mohammed—identified him merely as a "Sunni extremist" whose real name was Abdul 
Basit. But this supposedly devout Muslim fundamentalist is reported to have hung out at karaoke bars and dated 
b-girls during his trips to the Philippines while his wife and daughters waited for him in Baluchistan. Even his 
birthplace remains a mystery. 


What is known is that Yousef learned bomb-making in Osama bin Laden's training camps in Afghanistan in the 
early 1990s, perhaps from Ali Mohammed himself; that in 1995 Newsday reported the FBI was "considering a 
probe of whether the CIA had any relationship with Yousef;" and that in 1999 Swiss journalist Richard 
Labeviere reported, "A classified FBI file indicates that he was recruited by the local branch of the CIA." 


And, like so many of the other key operatives in the Al Qaeda story, Yousef was able to avoid regular screening 
procedures, waltz across borders with forged travel documents and enter the United States without a visa. 


On August 31, 1992, Yousef and Ahmad Ajaj—a fellow mujahideen who Yousef had allegedly met at the 
training camps in Afghanistan—flew from Pakistan to the US despite lacking the proper travel documents to do 
so, a miraculous feat that the FBI has alleged was enabled by "direct assistance from senior Pakistani 
intelligence officials." Upon their arrival at John F. Kennedy International Airport in New York on September 
Ist, both men were immediately detained by immigration officials. 


Ajaj, acting "loud and belligerent," was caught with a crudely forged Swedish passport and taken to a back office 
for questioning. "The U.S. government was pretty sure Ahmad Mohammad Ajaj was a terrorist from the moment 
he stepped foot on U.S. soil," the Los Angeles Times later reported, noting that his suitcases were "stuffed with 
fake passports, fake IDs and a cheat sheet on how to lie to U.S. immigration inspectors." But that wasn't all; 
among his possessions, inspectors also found two handwritten notebooks filled with bomb recipes, six bomb- 
making guides that included pages from Fort Bragg military manuals, and four how-to videotapes concerning 
weaponry and surveillance training. Ajaj was charged with passport violations and sentenced to six months in 
prison. 


Yousef, meanwhile, tried a different approach. Dressed in "traditional peasant garb" and carrying an Iraqi 
passport without a US visa, Yousef strode confidently up to the immigration inspector and declared himself to be 
a refugee seeking asylum from the oppressive Iraqi government, politely asking to be admitted into America. 
After being questioned and fingerprinted, one alert immigration official noted his links to Ajaj and sought to 
detain him, but "there was not enough room in the INS lockup," so he was released on the condition that he show 
up at an asylum hearing later. 


Yousef then left the airport, took a cab to New York's East Village and immediately met with Mahmud 
Abouhalima, "the Red," who had trained with Ali Mohammed and who had served as the getaway driver for 
Nosair before being waved away by the hotel doorman. Yousef set about professionalizing the ragtag band of 
misfits, transforming their vague "Jewish locations" plot into an altogether more ambitious plan: to plant a bomb 
in the basement of one of the Twin Towers of the World Trade Center, collapsing it into the other tower and 
killing tens of thousands in the process. He got to work immediately, organizing the cell, renting a storage locker 
across the Hudson River in Jersey City and beginning the five month task of constructing the bomb. 


Without Salem, the FBI ostensibly no longer had an asset in the cell to watch as the plot took shape. But, if there 
had been a serious investigation underway, unraveling the cell and discovering their intentions would have been 
trivial. Ahmad Ajaj, who had been caught with a raft of terrorist training materials and bomb-making guides, 
remained in contact without Yousef the whole time, speaking to him frequently via the prison phone. But, 
although those calls were taped, no one from the FBI or any other agency monitored or even attempted to 
translate those phone calls until after the World Trade Center explosion the following February, and no one 
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traced the pair's flights back to discover that they had both boarded in Pakistan without the proper travel 
documents and had even sat together for the first leg of their journey to New York. 


Salem even tried one last time to warn the FBI about the cell. Meeting his old handler, Nancy Floyd, at a 
Subway sandwich shop near the FBI's New York office in October of 1992 to collect his final $500 cash 
payment, he informed her that he had heard that the group was planning a new attack and begged her to put 
surveillance on Abouhalima and Salameh. But it was no use. Carson Dunbar had taken her off the terror 
investigation and all she could do was pass along the suggestion. Salem's warning was ignored and no one 
followed up on the lead. 


The FBI had followed the Al Kifah plotters to the shooting range, investigated their role in the Kahane murder, 
had an informant in their midst reporting on their plans for a spectacular terror attack and now another high-level 
terror operative had been allowed to enter the country and proceed with his activities unmolested, just as Ali 
Mohammed and the Blind Sheikh before him. 


And so it was that at noon on February 26, 1993, Ramzi Yousef and Eyad Ismoil, a Jordanian associate, drove a 
yellow Ryder van into the underground parking garage of the World Trade Center, parking on the B-2 level. 
Yousef ignited the 20-foot fuse and fled. Twelve minutes later, the bomb went off. 


The bomb—cutting through the parking garage with an explosive force of 150,000 pounds per square inch— 
might have lacked the explosive force to fulfill Yousef's goal of toppling the towers, but it did wreak havoc. Six 
people died, over a thousand were injured and 50,000 were forced to evacuate the building in the chaotic 
aftermath of the explosion. Learning of the bombing, Bruce Hoffman, a terrorism expert working for the Rand 
Corporation, remarked: "We may be talking about the opening salvo of a new conflict for a New World Order." 


As the investigation into the bombing began, a letter arrived in the offices of various New York newspapers 
claiming responsibility for the attack. The letter, sent under the name "Liberation Army, Fifth Battalion" issued 
three demands: end US aid to Israel, end diplomatic relations with Israel and stop interfering with the internal 
affairs of Middle Eastern nations. If these demands were not met, the letter promised that 150 suicide soldiers 
would be ready to commit more attacks, including launching strikes on "potential Nuclear targets." 


If there was any doubt about who was behind the explosion, those doubts were quickly dispelled. Just two days 
into the investigation, in one of the FBI's first descents into the pitch-black, smoke-filled, five-story crater left by 
the blast, an explosives enforcement officer from the ATF found the proverbial "needle in the haystack": a part 
from the Ryder van itself bearing a Vehicle Identification Number. 


The van rental was traced back to Mohammed Salameh, one of Ali Mohammed's trainees from the Al Kifah 
center. Absurdly, Salameh was apprehended on March 4, one week after the bombing, when he returned to the 
Ryder rental office in Jersey City to reclaim the deposit on the van. Salameh's arrest quickly led to the arrest and 
eventual conviction of three others in the Al Kifah cell: Nidal Ayyad, Mahmud Abouhalima and Ahmad Ajaj. It 
also led investigators to the apartment of Ramzi Yousef. 


But it was too late. Ramzi Yousef had boarded a flight to Karachi the night of the bombing and then vanished, 
flying from country to country with impunity, plotting assassinations and bombings in Pakistan, Thailand, the 
Philippines and Iran, and concocting an elaborate plot called "Bojinka" to blow up a number of airliners in mid- 
flight before finally being captured in Pakistan in 1995. 


But it was not just Yousef himself—the mysteriously protected terror mastermind who had entered the US 
without a visa—who vanished. When Pakistani federal investigators later went to check their immigration 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 298 


records, they discovered that all of the documents pertaining to Yousef's journey to the United States in 1992, 
including his embarkation card, had "mysteriously disappeared." 


In the wake of the bombing, the FBI—now facing enormous public pressure to round up those involved and bust 
the terror cell that they had infiltrated and abandoned just the year before—turned once again to Emad Salem. 
Once again, Salem was able to quickly penetrate the Blind Sheikh's cell and to begin working with them on a 
new scheme, the so-called "landmarks" plot to bomb key targets around New York City, including the UN 
headquarters, the Lincoln Tunnel and the George Washington Bridge. This time, the FBI arrested the plotters 
before they could stage their attack. 


But at the trial two years later, Salem had a surprise for the prosecution. He had secretly recorded dozens of 
phone conversations with his FBI handlers, conversations that revealed for the first time the FBI's real role in the 
World Trade Center bombing. 


JACQUELINE ADAMS: FBI agents might have been able to prevent last February's deadly explosion at New 
York's World Trade Center. They discussed secretly substituting harmless powder for the explosives. But they 
didn't, according to the FBI's own informant, Emad Salem. 


Unbeknownst to the FBI at the time, Salem recorded many of his conversations with his handlers. 
WILLIAM KUNSTLER: I'm holding nine hundred and three pages of draft transcripts . . . 


ADAMS: William Kunstler represents Sheikh Omar Abdel Rahman and several others charged with conspiring 
to blow up a series of New York City landmarks four months after the World Trade Center bombing. That case 
has not yet gone to trial. 


Kunstler confirmed newspaper reports of the Salem transcripts. In one, Salem complains to an FBI agent, "Since 
the bomb went off, I feel terrible. I feel bad. I feel: here is people who don't listen." The agent replies: "Hey, I 
mean it wasn't like you didn't try and I didn't try. You can't force people to do the right thing. 


SOURCE: FBI could have stopped the 1993 World Trade Center bombing 


Predictably, in the wake of the blast, the debate began to center on the government's "mismanagement" of the 
case. The Blind Sheikh's entry to the US had been a "mistake." The NYPD's refusal to investigate Nosair's 
accomplices in the killing of Kahane had just been a politically expedient omission. The FBI having pulled their 
informant out of an active terror plot before it developed into the World Trade Center bombing was simply 
"incompetence." The presence of a CIA-linked, Fort Bragg-stationed Green Beret in the midst of this radical 
terror cell was just an example of "blowback." And Ramzi Yousef's miraculous ability to enter and leave 
countries at will without the proper documentation was just the result of bureaucratic bungling and overworked 
immigration officials. 


The admissions of "error" and professions of "blowback" verged on admissions of guilt. Even the C[A—in an 
internal investigation into its role in supporting the Al Kifah center's operations—concluded that the agency 
itself was "partly culpable" for the World Trade Center bombing. 


But the "Incompetence" narrative soon arrived at its inevitable conclusion: the very agencies that had so signally 
"bungled" every step along this path were now to be given more money and bestowed more authority to conduct 
their "counterterror" operations. 
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BILL CLINTON: This year I’1l submit to Congress comprehensive legislation to strengthen our hand in 
combating terrorists—whether they strike at home or abroad. As the cowards who bombed the World Trade 
Center found out, this country will hunt down terrorists and bring them to justice. 


SOURCE: U.S. President William J. Clinton discusses his legislation to combat terrorism in his 1995 State o 
the Union address 


Others proposed a less-charitable reading of these events. Ron Kuby, the lawyer who, along with William 
Kunstler, acted as a defense lawyer for the accused bombers and their accomplices, did not mince words in 
assigning blame for the World Trade Center bombing plot: 


The "mastermind" [of the plot] is the government of the United States. It was a phony, government-engineered 
"conspiracy" to begin with. It would never have amounted to anything had the government not planned it. 


Emad Salem himself summarized the story of the World Trade Center bombing in a phone call with his FBI 
handler, John Anticev, that was later released to the public. 


SALEM: I don't think it was. If that's what you think, guys, fine. But I don't think that because we was start 
already building the bomb which is [sic] went off in the World Trade Center. It was built by supervising— 
supervision from the Bureau and the DA and we was all informed about it. And we know that the bomb start to 
be built. By who? By your confidential informant. What a wonderful, great case! 


And then he put his head in the sand and said, "Oh, no no no, that's not true." He is son of a bitch. 


OK. It's built with a different way in another place and that's it. 


SOURCE: 1993 WTC Bomb Attack: FBI Informant Emad Salem Tapes 


If this pattern of "missed opportunities" and "miraculous" cross-border movements really had been the result of 
mere "incompetence" or "inattentiveness," then the resources and attention that were thrown at the problem of 
international terrorism in the wake of the World Trade Center bombing would have improved the intelligence 
agencies’ record against their erstwhile foes. But, remarkably, the scarcely believable trend of the early 1990s— 
that of intelligence agencies consistently "missing" the terrorists operating directly under their nose, border 
agents allowing known terrorists to pass from country to country unmolested, and law enforcement officials 
letting these Al Qaeda-linked operatives off the hook—did not just continue into the late 1990s, the trend 
actually accelerated. And, as Al Qaeda went from a loose-knit group of a few dozen amateur mujahideen at the 
beginning of the decade to the premiere international terrorist organization at the end of the decade, the number 
of "mistakes" and "missed opportunities" multiplied from the merely unbelievable to the downright impossible. 


When Mahmud Abouhalima was arrested for his part in the World Trade Center plot in 1993, he attempted to 
bargain with federal prosecutors. Abouhalima revealed the name of Wadih El-Hage—a Lebanese-born 
naturalized American citizen living in Texas who the Al Kifah cell had turned to for help in purchasing weapons 
—and recounted his experiences in Afghanistan with Mohammed Odeh, a Palestinian from Jordan who would 
later claim to have provided the rifles and rocket launchers that killed 18 U.S. soldiers and wounded 73 in 
Mogadishu in October of 1993. Abouhalima then offered more information about the World Trade Center plot 
and his associates in exchange for a lighter sentence. Prosecutors turned down the deal and failed to follow up on 
either El-Hage or Odeh. 


Ali Mohamed, meanwhile, continued in his remarkably successful mission to infiltrate the intelligence arms of 
the US government. After having worked for the CIA and served as a special forces instructor at Fort Bragg, his 
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next target was the FBI. Following his honourable discharge from the Army, Mohamed returned to his wife in 
California and applied to be a translator for the Bureau. He was turned down for the position; instead, he was 
asked to work as an FBI informant in a local document forgery ring. 


In 1992, the Bureau—evidently impressed with Mohamed's work—"opened" him as a Foreign Counter 
Intelligence agent and tasked him with gaining intelligence on a San Jose mosque. But Mohamed was assigned 
to a rookie agent and routine steps like administering a polygraph were never taken. As a retired special agent 
who worked in the FBI's New York Office later told journalist Peter Lance: "One of the most unbelievable 
aspects of the Ali Mohamed story is that the Bureau could be dealing with this guy and they didn't put him on 
the box. The first thing you do with any kind of asset or informant is you polygraph him and if the relationship 
continues, you make him submit to continued polygraphs down the line. That is a basic principle of running 
informants." 


Still, despite repeatedly traveling back and forth to and from the Middle East throughout the period, Mohamed 
remained untouchable by law enforcement and border security. In 1992, he was detained in Rome when he was 
discovered with a Coca-Cola can containing a secret storage compartment. Mohamed convinced the airport 
security that he was a security agent for the Summer Olympics in Barcelona and was released with a warning 
that if anything happened on the flight, he would be blamed. 


In 1993, after helping Ayman Al-Zawahiri enter the US on forged documents for a fundraising tour, Mohamed 
traveled to Vancouver, Canada, to help an associate of Zawahiri, Essam Marzouk, enter the country. Marzouk, 
caught with forged Saudi passports by Canadian customs officials, was detained by the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police. When Mohamed arrived inquiring about his friend, he was detained by the RCMP as well. After hours of 
interrogation, he told them he was an FBI asset, giving them the phone number of his handler, John Zent. Zent's 
word was good enough. The RCMP let Mohamed go. 


Mohamed's travels during this busy period included a trip to Afghanistan in the summer of 1991 to help Osama 
bin Laden and his fledgling Al Qaeda organization relocate to Sudan. 


Osama's move to Sudan came at a time when, we are told, the wealthy Saudi was looking to cement his 
reputation as a holy warrior. The official story of Al Qaeda holds that during this period, bin Laden returned 
briefly to Saudi Arabia but, incensed by the Saudi royals' decision to invite US soldiers onto Saudi soil for the 
Gulf War, left the country for good. 


Searching for a place to move his operations, his gaze turned across the Red Sea to Sudan, where, as luck would 
have it, hardline Islamic extremist Hassan al-Turabi had come to power in a military coup just as the war was 
ending in Afghanistan. Heading the National Islamic Front Party, which sought to impose Sharia law in the 
country, al-Turabi traveled to London for a meeting of the International Muslim Brotherhood where he openly 
declared his intention to allow Sudan to act as a base for Islamist terror groups. By the summer of 1991, Osama 
bin Laden had answered that call, moving his fighters and equipment from the outskirts of Afghanistan to his 
new base in Sudan with the help of FBI asset Ali Mohamed. 


Turabi was not the only one traveling to London to foster his terror plans, however. In between bin Laden's work 
establishing himself as a businessman in Sudan—using $12 million granted him by the Saudi Binladen Group to 
start a bewildering array of commercial enterprises in the country, from a construction company to an investment 
firm to a trucking business to a tannery, a bakery, a furniture-making business and even a commercial farm 
employing four thousand labourers—the budding terrorist mastermind was, according to numerous sources, 
shuttling back and forth between Khartoum, Karachi and London. 
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Osama bin Laden's visits to the UK in the early 1990s include an alleged stay at the London estate of Saudi 
billionaire Khalid bin Mahfouz; a meeting in Manchester with representatives of an Algerian Islamic group who 
were later accused of being infiltrated by government moles and used to launch a series of false flag attacks in 
France; a period of several months in 1994 when he actually lived in the UK, allegedly buying a house in 
Wembley through an intermediate; and, even more explosively, a 1996 trip to his London press office which was 
—according to Swiss journalist Richard Labeviere, citing "several Arab diplomatic sources"—"clearly under the 
protection of the British authorities." 


Although the official story holds that bin Laden was at this time barely a blip on the US intelligence 
community's radar, this is contradicted by numerous lines of evidence. Ali Mohamed, for instance, had 
"volunteered the earliest insider description of al Qaeda that is publicly known" to the FBI in 1993, telling them 
that bin Laden was "building an army" to overthrow the Saudi government and admitting that he had personally 
trained terrorists at the camps in Afghanistan and Sudan. But the FBI, according to The Wall Street Journal, was 
"flummoxed" by this information and made no attempt to act on it. 


This "news" about Al Qaeda's activities would not have been news to the US government's main intelligence 
agencies, however. It was later revealed that, despite claims that the US government was only dimly aware of 
bin Laden at this point, he was in fact already under extensive electronic surveillance. Having obtained his 
voiceprint from recordings of his anti-Saddam speeches in Saudi Arabia, the NSA and CIA were already using 
signals intelligence to identify and monitor Bin Laden's personal satellite calls and cell phone traffic. 


In another key contradiction that is never addressed by the purveyors of the official Al Qaeda story, it was during 
this period that Osama bin Laden—making trips to the UK under the alleged protection of British authorities and 
while admittedly under surveillance by American intelligence—began the streak of increasingly brazen terror 
attacks that, we are told, would end up in 9/11. 


In 1992, Al Qaeda mounted their first terror operation against an American target. In December of that year, 
bombs went off outside two hotels in Aden where, it was believed, American servicemen were being quartered 
on their way to Somalia for Operation Restore Hope. The attack killed an Australian tourist and a Yemeni hotel 
worker, but no Americans; the troops had been staying at a different hotel. Osama only claimed responsibility 
for the bombing six years later. 


In 1993, eighteen American soldiers were killed and 73 wounded in Mogadishu during an intense two-day 
firefight that resulted in the downing of two Black Hawk helicopters by rocket-propelled grenades. It wasn't until 
the release of the 9/11 Commission Report in 2004, however, that the commission—citing "new information" 
received by "the intelligence community" in "1996-1997"—told the public that Al Qaeda had had a role in the 
incident. 


The burnishing of bin Laden's terrorist credentials by the US government continued in 1996. In January of that 
year, the CIA officially opened "Alec Station," a so-called virtual station dedicated solely to tracking Osama bin 
Laden and his associates. Headed at first by Michael Scheuer—an analyst at the CIA's Counterterrorism Center 
who had taken a special interest in the Saudi exile—and named after Scheuer's son, Alec Station soon became 
the hub for a mostly female group of analysts who dubbed themselves "the Manson Family" because "they had 
acquired a reputation for crazed alarmism about the rising al-Qaeda threat." 


1996 was also the year that the US government began putting diplomatic pressure on Sudan to hand over their 
files on bin Laden and his Al Qaeda operatives. The secret negotiations between the two countries culminated 
with Elfatih Erwa, Sudan's then-minister of state for defense, flying from Khartoum to Washington. There, Erwa 
made a stunning offer: not to turn over the Sudanese government's records on bin Laden, but to turn over bin 
Laden himself. Washington rejected the offer because, The Village Voice later reported, "the FBI did not believe 
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it had sufficient evidence to try bin Laden in a US court." Instead, they demanded that Sudan expel the supposed 
arch-terrorist to "any other country except Somalia." Sudan complied, protesting that Osama would simply 
return to Afghanistan, where there was no government for Washington to negotiate with. "We told him Sudan is 
no longer safe for him and creates problems for us and asked him to leave," Erwa told The Village Voice. 


"We liquidated everything, and he left with his money. We didn't confiscate anything because there was no legal 
basis. Nobody had indicted him. He rented a charter plane and left in broad daylight. He was free to plot and 
build his network. The Americans then came back and wanted us to help track him, but by then it was too late. 
He didn't trust us anymore." 


In June of 1996, a truck bomb exploded outside of the Khobar Towers in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia. The facility— 
located in the heart of the Saudi oil industry's administrative area, where the US had built its first air base and 
where Standard Oil first struck oil in the country, establishing what would later become ARAMCO—was 
housing US and allied forces involved in enforcing the Iraqi no-fly zones. The massive blast left an 85-foot 
crater, killing 19 and injuring hundreds. 


At the time, the US blamed Tehran for the bombing, with Clinton's Defense Secretary William Perry later 
admitting that there was a contingency plan in place to attack Iran if the link had been proven. But by 2007, 
Perry had changed his assessment: 


WILLIAM PERRY: I believe that the Khobar Tower bombing was probably masterminded by Osama bin 
Laden. I can't be sure of that, but in retrospect, that's what I believe. At the time, he was not a suspect. At the 
time, all of our examinations, all of the evidence, was pointing to Iran." 


SOURCE: HBO History Makers Series: A Conversation with William J. Perry 


One thing is for certain: in 1998, the $150 million contract to rebuild the Khobar Towers was awarded to the 
Saudi Binladin Group. 


All of these incidents helped raise bin Laden's profile in the intelligence community, but it was a series of events 
in 1998 that introduced the broader public to Osama bin Laden. In February of that year, bin Laden—following 
up on a declaration of war against America that he had made to CNN's TV cameras in an interview with Peter 
Bergen the previous year—issued his fatwa, calling on Muslims to kill Americans: 


The ruling to kill the Americans and their allies—civilians and military—is an individual duty for every Muslim 
who can do it in any country in which it is possible to do it, in order to liberate the al-Aqsa Mosque and the holy 
mosque [Mecca] from their grip, and in order for their armies to move out of all the lands of Islam, defeated and 
unable to threaten any Muslim. 


In May of that year, John Miller—then reporting for ABC News, but soon to become the FBI's chief spokesman 
—traveled to Afghanistan for a dramatic Nightline report on "The Most Dangerous Man You've Never Heard 
Of" that would air on ABC the following month: 


TED KOPPEL: He lives in a cave atop a range of mountains in Afghanistan. From there he controls a web of 
financial logistical and strategic assistance to Sunni Islamic groups engaged in what they consider a "jihad," or a 
holy war. The principal targets of their jihad are the Israelis and the United States. His name is Osama bin 
Laden, and you will meet him a little later in this program. He does nothing to undermine the profile of himself 
as a terrorist leader with global influence. Indeed, he seems to take considerable satisfaction in it, even though 
the profile has been drawn by US intelligence agencies. 
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OSAMA BIN LADEN (VIA INTERPRETER): We believe that the biggest thieves in the world are 
Americans and the biggest terrorists on earth are the Americans. The only way for us to fend off these assaults is 
by using similar means. We do not differentiate between those dressed in military uniforms and civilians; they're 
all targets in this fatwa. 


[...] 


JOHN MILLER: Bin Laden has issued these fatwas and made these threats before, but this time there's 
something different: he put a time cap on it, saying that whatever action will be taken against Americans in the 
Gulf, whatever violence awaits, will occur within the next few weeks. 


SOURCE: Osama bin Laden: "The Most Dangerous Man You've Never Heard Of" - June 10, 1998 - ABC 
News Nightline 


And, in August of 1998, the name of Osama bin Laden, terror mastermind, and his shadowy terror group, Al 
Qaeda, finally exploded into the public consciousness. 


On the morning of August 7, 1998, two Saudis in Kenya—Mohammed al-'Owhali and "Jihad Ali" Azzam, both 
of whom had been in the hut when John Miller was interviewing Osama bin Laden earlier that year—loaded 
some boxes into their Toyota cargo truck and headed off to the American embassy in downtown Nairobi. The 
boxes contained two thousand pounds of TNT, aluminum nitrate and aluminum powder. At the same time, 
Hamden Khalif Allah Awad—an Egyptian known as "Ahmed the German" for his fair hair—loaded a similar 
bomb into a gasoline truck in Tanzania and set off for the American embassy in Dar es Salaam. 


The Saudis arrived at the Nairobi embassy at 10:30 AM. 'Owhali jumped out of the truck as it approached the 
gates, demanding that the security guard raise the drop bar protecting the entrance. The guard refused. 'Owhali 
threw a stun grenade into the courtyard and ran and then the bomb went off. The blast ripped the face off of the 
embassy building, collapsing a nearby secretarial college and lighting the tar-covered street and a nearby bus on 
fire. 213 were dead and 4,500 injured. 


Nine minutes later, Ahmed the German parked the gasoline truck in the parking lot of the American embassy in 
Dar es Salaam and detonated his bomb. He had parked next to a water tanker truck, which ended up absorbing 
much of the blast, but the building was still badly damaged. 11 were dead and 85 injured. 


The message was clear and was dutifully broadcast by media around the world: A "new" terror group had 
conducted a sophisticated, coordinated attack against multiple US targets overseas and its leader was waging 
holy war against Americans. Al Qaeda had arrived. 


REPORTER: What had happened was the first major attack by al-Qaida on American targets and the worst 
international terrorist incident on African soil. Afterwards, the U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation placed al- 
Qaida leader Osama bin Laden on its list of most wanted fugitives. 


SOURCE: Kenya, Tanzania, US Mark 10th Anniversary of Embassy Bombings 


But, like so many events in the Al Qaeda story, this attack, too, bore the fingerprints of American intelligence on 
each stage of its development and execution. 
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The attacks, prosecutors later discovered, were being planned as far back as 1993, when Osama bin Laden sent 
his FBI/CIA/Green Beret triple agent extraordinaire, Ali Mohamed, "to survey potential U.S., British, French 
and Israeli targets in Nairobi." According to Mohamed's own testimony: 


I later went to Khartoum, where my surveillance files and photographs were reviewed by Osama bin Laden, Abu 
Hafs, Abu Ubaidah, and others. Bin Laden looked at the picture of the American Embassy and pointed to where 
a truck could go as a suicide bomber. 


Joining Mohamed on the scouting mission was Anas al Liby, a member of a Libyan Al Qaeda cell known as al- 
Muagatila. Described as the "computer wizard of Al Qaeda's hierarchy," not only was al-Liby personally trained 
by Mohamed at the Al Qaeda camp in Afghanistan, he was also a protected British intelligence asset. Al-Liby 
applied for asylum in Britain in 1995, claiming to be a political enemy of the Libyan government. But, as The 
Guardian later reported: 


Astonishingly, despite suspicions that he was a high-level Al Qaeda operative, al-Liby was given political 
asylum in Britain and lived in Manchester until May of 2000 when he eluded a police raid on his house and fled 
abroad. The raid discovered a 180-page Al Qaeda 'manual for jihad’ containing instructions for terrorist attacks. 


Even more incredibly, not only did the British government grant that asylum, they then recruited al-Liby for a 
failed MI6 operation to assassinate Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi in 1996, and then let him continue to live 
in the country even after the embassy bombing before ultimately letting him escape. According to FBI 
investigator Ali Soufan, the Manchester raid didn't just nab a "manual for jihad"; it caught al-Liby himself. As 
Soufan recounts in his book, The Black Banners, the British police let al-Liby go when he denied being a 
terrorist. He evaded the team that was sent to follow him and fled the country, eventually ending up on the US 
government's most wanted list with a $25 million reward for his capture. 


Yet another important figure in the bombing who was well-known to American intelligence was Wadih El-Hage, 
the naturalized American citizen who had assisted the Al Kifah plotters and who Mahmud Abouhalima had 
identified to prosecutors after his arrest for the World Trade Center bombing. As was later revealed, US 
intelligence had El-Hage under surveillance during the entire period that the embassy bombing plot was being 
hatched, but once again merely watched as the attack unfolded. As The Los Angeles Times detailed: 


The CIA and the FBI missed key opportunities to prevent the blasts. They knew from wiretaps on El-Hage's four 
Nairobi phones, as well as from the computer files they had seized, that Al Qaeda was forming a terror cell in the 
Kenyan capital. Indeed, U.S. agents had in hand the names and identities of some of the key Nairobi cell 
members who would rent the bomb factory, build the bomb, buy the bomb truck, brief the suicide bombers and 
even escort the bomb truck the day of the attack. 


Author Simon Reeve revealed even more damning evidence about CIA involvement in the plot in his 1999 book, 
The New Jackals. "The CIA also had informants working within the east Africa cell," he reported, citing an 
interview with a CIA official, "but they apparently failed to warn of Bin Laden's plans." 


Even if the CIA's sources within the plot had somehow "failed" to warn them of the attack, the fact that multiple 
members of the cell under their surveillance—including Abdullah Ahmed Abdulah, Ahmed Khalfan Ghailani, 
Usama al-Kini, Mohammed Sadiq Odeh and five other conspirators—all fled Kenya for Pakistan the night 
before the bombing would have instantly raised alarm bells if the agency's intention had been to prevent an 
attack. 


Instead, the plotters conspired with CIA informants in their midst and the attacks went ahead under the watchful 
eye of CIA, NSA and FBI surveillance. 
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However they transpired, the bombings succeeded in introducing Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda to the world 
stage. Despite the years of intelligence agency surveillance and even the creation of a virtual CIA station 
dedicated solely to the capture, arrest or assassination of bin Laden and his network, it wasn't until after the 
embassy bombings that the world at large began to hear the name of Osama bin Laden. 


On August 20th—three weeks after the bombing and just three days after being publicly interrogated about the 
Monica Lewinsky affair—President Clinton ordered a missile strike on alleged Al Qaeda targets in Afghanistan 
and Sudan, boldly proclaiming that actions against bin Laden and international terror had become a new mission 
for the US military. 


CLINTON: Today I ordered our armed forces to strike at terrorist-related facilities in Afghanistan and Sudan 
because of the imminent threat they presented to our national security. I want to speak with you about the 
objective of this action and why it was necessary. Our target was terror. Our mission was clear—to strike at the 
network of radical groups affiliated with and funded by Osama bin Laden, perhaps the preeminent organizer and 
financier of international terrorism in the world today. 


SOURCE: Statement on Military Strikes in Sudan and Afghanistan (1998) 


The strike, however—a barrage of 66 Tomahawk cruise missiles targeting Al Qaeda's camp in Khost, 
Afghanistan and a pharmaceutical plant thought to be manufacturing chemical weapons in Khartoum—was a 
spectacular failure on almost every level. Neither bin Laden nor Zawahiri were killed in the attacks and the 
"chemical weapons" plant in Khartoum had nothing to do with either bin Laden or chemical weapons, but was in 
fact manufacturing much-needed medicines for the region. The plant's destruction—in the estimation of Werner 
Daum, then Germany's ambassador to Sudan—led to "several tens of thousands" of deaths in the region. 


Ayman Al-Zawahiri, bin Laden's longtime associate and future leader of Al Qaeda, was on one of bin Laden's 
monitored satellite phones at the time of the attack, telling BBC journalist Rahumullah Yusufzai that "Bin Laden 
has a message. He says, 'I have not bombed the American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania. I have declared 
Jihad, but I was not involved." Zawahiri's exact position would have been immediately detectable by American 
surveillance aircraft in the region, but—in a move that journalist Lawrence Wright called "inexplicable"—the 
aircraft were not available prior to the strike, and Zawahiri escaped unscathed. 


Bin Laden, meanwhile, was—according to CIA intelligence gleaned from intercepted satellite calls—going to be 
at his training camp in Khost the day of the missile strike. But he was not. He was, Clinton counterterror czar 
Richard Clarke later speculated, tipped off about the attack by "a retired head of the ISI," Pakistan's intelligence 
service that had long been known as an adjunct of the CIA. 


The attacks did succeed in two key respects, however: they kept Clinton's personal dalliances in the Oval Office 
from leading America's nightly news broadcasts for at least one news cycle and they reinforced the importance 
of the new threat to global security: Osama bin Laden. 


This "new threat" provided a green light for the American security establishment and its allies around the world 
to ramp up operations in the name of fighting the Al Qaeda menace. The FBI began an international 
investigation of the bombing, the CIA began a "surge" of reporting on terror threats that counterterror officials 
later complained overwhelmed the system and diverted attention and resources, and in November of 1998 the 
United States federal court finally issued its first public indictment of Osama bin Laden. 


The first international arrest warrant for bin Laden—a confidential document intended only for police and 
judicial authorities—had in fact already been issued in April of that year, but it was not issued by the US. 
Instead, it was the Libyan government that had issued the warrant through Interpol. They were pursuing the 
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terror mastermind for his part in the murder of two German intelligence agents in Libya in 1994. At the time, 
despite publicly recognizing bin Laden as the premier financier of international terrorism, the US and British 
governments downplayed the document, even making sure to scrub the charges against Osama and any mention 
of Libya's role in issuing the document from the public record. 


But this surge in activity around the Al Qaeda threat resulted in at least one surprising development. In one of 
the most consequential and underreported moves in this redoubled counterterrorism effort, Ali Mohamed was 
finally arrested. 


Contacted in the days after the bombing, Mohamed admitted to FBI agents that he knew who had carried out the 
attack but would not give the government the names. Subpoenaed to appear before a grand jury in the Southern 
District of New York, he was finally arrested, although even the charges against him were kept secret from the 
public. On October 20, 2000, Mohamed pled guilty to involvement in the embassy bombings, but he was never 
sentenced. He then disappeared from sight forever, held in what was later reported as "protective custody." To 
this day, there is no public record of Ali Mohamed—the ex-US Sergeant and FBI asset who admitted to his key 
role in Al Qaeda—ever being sentenced. There is no public record of his incarceration. And there are only a 
handful of accounts that have ever surfaced from people who talked to him in prison in the aftermath of 9/11. 


And, just like that, one of the deepest mysteries of the Al Qaeda story disappeared from public sight, never to be 
seen again. 


But, despite all this increased activity, the same pattern of "oversights" and "mistakes" by the intelligence 
agencies continued unabated. 


On October 12, 2000, when a small fiberglass fishing boat approached the massive, 8,300-ton USS Cole—a 
billion-dollar guided-missile destroyer employing the latest stealth technology and armed with Tomahawk cruise 
missiles, anti-ship and anti-aircraft missiles and a five-inch canon—the sailors onboard watched in amusement. 
The tiny skiff stopped amidships and two men stood up, waving and smiling. Then, a bomb exploded. 


The boat had been carrying over 400 pounds of C4 explosive molded into a shaped charge. The explosion was 
immense, knocking over cars passing by onshore. In the city, miles away, people believed there was an 
earthquake taking place. The blast tore a hole forty feet by forty feet in the hull of the Cole, killing 17 US 
servicemen and injuring 39 more. It was the deadliest attack on a US destroyer in over a decade. 


But this attack, like all of Al Qaeda's spectacular terror attacks of the 1990s, was preceded by a string of "missed 
opportunities" and "unheeded warnings." Not only was there intelligence about a potential attack on a US naval 
ship from several different sources—including reports from multiple informants and intercepted phone calls to 
Al Qaeda's NSA-monitored Yemen communications hub—but, as Congressman Curt Weldon revealed in 2005, 
a secret military intelligence operation codenamed Able Danger actually warned the Pentagon days before the 
bombing that an attack was going to take place in Yemen. 


CURT WELDON: But two weeks before the attack on the Co/e—in fact, two days before the attack on the Cole 
—they saw an increase of activity that led them to say to the senior leadership in the Pentagon at that time and 
the Clinton administration, "There's something going to happen in Yemen and we better be on high alert." But it 
was discounted. That story has yet to be told to the American people. Another Able Danger successful activity 
that was thwarted. 


SOURCE: Able Danger: Intel Gag 
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But even after the spectacular "failure" of these intelligence agencies to thwart the attack, and despite President 
Clinton's assurance that he would find and retaliate against the bomb plotters . . . 


CLINTON: If, as it now appears, this was an act of terrorism, it was a despicable and cowardly act. We will find 
out who was responsible and hold them accountable. 


SOURCE: President Clinton's Statement on the USS Cole Bombing 


... the CIA repeatedly denied FBI investigators access to key information about the plot. 


But, it turns out, the CIA did have such information. And that information—deliberately withheld from the FBI 
or any other investigative agency—led directly into the heart of the operation behind the next spectacular terror 
attack to be blamed on Al Qaeda: 9/11. 


From the beginning, 9/11 was presented to the public as an open-and-shut case. Osama bin Laden's name was 
raised on air by the TV news anchors within seconds of the second plane strike and was endlessly repeated in the 
hours and days that followed. By the end of the week, the public was convinced that the events were the work of 
Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda and all of the subsequent "investigations" and commissions only served to 
bolster that pre-formed conclusion. 


So it was no surprise at all when, on September 14, 2001, the FBI released its list of nineteen hijackers, Muslims 
with Arabic names who, we were told, had been sent by bin Laden on a suicide mission. 


But who were these men? 


For the general public, the newscasters' solemn intonation that the nineteen hijackers had been identified, 
followed by a mugshot-like lineup of photographs, was all that was needed to cement the case in their minds. 
Those who required more detail turned to made-for-TV dramas and documentaries to learn about the so-called 
"Hamburg cell" of radicalized Al Qaeda soldiers, which included Mohammed Atta, Ziad Jarrah and Marwan al- 
Shehhi, three of the alleged suicide pilots. Finally, the 9/11 Commission and its associated monographs—like the 
staff report on_9/11 and Terrorist Travel—attempted to fill in the paper trail for researchers concerned about the 
documentary record of these men, including their motivations and their movement. 


From these accounts, a picture emerged. These nineteen terrorists, crack operatives handpicked by Osama bin 
Laden and trained in his terror camps in Afghanistan, had used their carefully honed spycraft to slip into the 
country, deftly avoiding scrutiny from the authorities even as they trained at flight schools in the US and 
finalized the operational details of their plan. Then, after years of meticulous preparation, these men, consumed 
by their hatred of the West, their love of Allah and their devotion to bin Laden—deftly piloted their planes into 
their targets, wreaking havoc and devastation exactly as planned. 


But this story, too, is a carefully constructed lie, every part of which falls apart under sustained scrutiny. 


In the official conspiracy theory of 9/11, the alleged hijackers were such devout fundamentalist Muslims that 
they were willing to give their lives for the cause. Marwan al-Shehhi, we were told, was so devoted to his 
religious beliefs that he observed the Ramadan fast against medical advice after a stomach operation, causing 
him to fall severely ill. Ziad Jarrah, meanwhile, "initially caroused and smoked" during his early days in 
Hamburg but "then grew intensely religious and withdrawn." And, according to award-winning journalist 
Lawrence Wright, Mohammed Atta's "extreme rigidity of character" made him into a ruthless killer who 
"constantly demonstrated an aversion to women." 
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When reporters began following the trail that these supposed suicide soldiers had left behind, however, they 
began to uncover an altogether different story. Atta and his associates frequented strip clubs in San Diego, Las 
Vegas and Daytona Beach, where they drank alcohol and ordered lap dances. They hung out for days at a time at 
Harry's Bar in New York, where Atta preferred a table near the piano. And, three nights before the attack, Atta 
and al-Shehhi went to Shuckums Oyster Bar in Fort Lauderdale, where, according to bar manager Tony Amos, 
they consumed several drinks, became drunk and gave the bartender a hard time about the bill. 


"The guy Mohamed was drunk, his voice was slurred and he had a thick accent," Amos told the Associated Press 
the day after 9/11. 


Even The New York Times reported on Atta and al-Shehhi's "high life" during multiple visits to the Philippines 
between 1998 and 2000, where the pair of strict religious fundamentalists and an entourage of Arab men and 
their girlfriends flashed money, drank and partied regularly. "Many times I saw him let a girl go at the gate in the 
morning," the Times quoted one hotel chambermaid as recalling about Atta. "It was always a different girl." 


And, during his research for Welcome to Terrorland—an investigation into the Venice, Florida, flight schools 
where Mohammed Atta, Marwan al-Shehhi and Ziad Jarrah were enrolled in the year 2000—Daniel Hopsicker 
interviewed Amanda Keller, a former stripper who claimed to have been Atta's girlfriend during his time in 
Venice and who shared more stories about the partying of these alleged jihadis. 


AMANDA KELLER: These guys had money flowing out their ass—excuse my language. But they never 
seemed to run out of money. I mean they were just tossing money left and right. I mean, it was just like, 'Oh my 
God!' And they had they had massive supplies of cocaine. Whenever they'd run out, they'd go to the flight 
school. 


SOURCE: Mohamed Atta Girlfriend Amanda Keller 


But Hopsicker's investigation uncovered more than just the alleged hijackers' trail of booze, drugs and women. 
He also became one of the only reporters to look into the strange connections of Huffman Aviation and the 
Florida Flight Training Center in Venice, Florida, where Atta, al-Shehhi and Jarrah trained the year before 
September 11th. Huffman Aviation was also the flight school that Yeslam bin Laden, Osama's half-brother, paid_ 
for flight lessons for one of his acquaintances. 


The flight school was run by Rudi Dekkers, a Dutch native who was running a commuter airline with Wally 
Hilliard. Hilliard—the founder and former president of a Green Bay, Wisconsin-based insurance company— 
made news in October 2000 when his personal jet was found to be transporting 42 pounds of heroin and was 
seized by federal agents in what was called the biggest drug bust in central Florida history. But Hilliard's charter 
airline start-up had high-level political support: Jeb Bush, then Governor of Florida, posed for photo ops in 
support of Hilliard's airline. 


Dekkers, meanwhile, was arrested in 2012, having told an undercover agent—in the words of the criminal 
complaint against him—that he was "involved in narcotics transportation via private aircraft and that he has 
flown narcotics and U.S. currency previously without any problems." He was carrying over 18 kilograms of 
cocaine and nearly one kilogram of heroin at the time of his arrest. 


Despite the many questions that still hang over the alleged hijackers' activities in Venice and their connection to 
the drug-running that was allegedly taking place at the Venice airport, an even deeper question was soon to 
emerge: How did these pilots—who were rated as competent at best and who, one instructor insisted, should 
have been further along the flight school curriculum than they were—manage to fly jumbo jets that require 
thousands of hours of flying experience with such precision? 
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That question is even more important in the case of the other alleged 9/11 pilot, Hani Hanjour, the diminutive 
5'5" Saudi who, the official story tells us, helped overpower grizzled Navy Top Gun honor graduate Chuck 
Burlingame and his flight crew at the controls of American Airlines Flight 77. According to that story, Hanjour 
allegedly flew a Boeing 757 with what aviation sources for The Washington Post described as "extraordinary 
skill" through a 7,000-foot spiral descent to hit the Pentagon, a move that veteran airline pilot Ed Soliday told the 
9/11 Commission would be "tough for any airline pilot, including himself," and which left one radar operator at 
Dulles Airport stunned: "The speed, the maneuverability, the way that he turned, we all thought in the radar 
room, all of us experienced air traffic controllers, that that was a military plane." 


But Hanjour, by all accounts, was a completely inept pilot. He dropped out of his first flight school, the Sierra 
Academy of Aeronautics, after only a few classes. He then dropped out of his next school, Cockpit Resource 
Management in Scottsdale, Arizona, after the school's owner dismissed him as a "weak student" who was 
"wasting our resources." When he returned to that school again the following year, the school owner refused, 
asserting: "You're never going to make it." An instructor at his next school, Sawyer Aviation, called him a 
"neophyte" who "got overwhelmed with the instruments" in the school's flight simulator. An instructor at his 
next school concurred: Hanjour had "no motivation, a poor understanding of the basic principles of aviation, and 
poor judgment, combined with poor technical skills." 


After bypassing the FAA to obtain a commercial pilot's license from a for-profit contractor, the operation 
manager at yet another flight school in the Phoenix area, Peggy Chevrette, told Fox News that Hanjour was 
clearly unqualified to be in the cockpit: "I couldn't believe that he had a license of any kind with the skills that he 
had." Even The New York Times conceded that the remarkable flight attributed to Hanjour on 9/11 was 
inexplicable. In an article headlined "A Trainee Noted For Incompetence," the paper quoted one former flight 
school employee who knew Hanjour as saying: "I'm still to this day amazed that he could have flown into the 
Pentagon. He could not fly at all." 


Whatever the case, what would eventually become the official explanation for this seeming incongruity— 
namely, that the single engine aircraft training and jet simulation training that they had received was good 
enough for these men to jump into the cockpit of commercial jet airliners and pilot them hundreds of miles to 
their targets—was rejected in the first hours of the attack as completely implausible. 


COURIC: And meanwhile they did spend seven months at this flying school in Venice, according to these 
records. And although they were not trained to fly jets, do people believe that what they learned there is easily 
transferrable to, say, a 757 or a 767? 


SANDERS: Actually, no, they don't say it's easily transferrable, because it's such a different type of jet. But, 
nonetheless, they got that initial training in Venice, Florida. Whether their training continued elsewhere—you 
have to assume it took place somewhere else. Where they learned it, though, at this point, I don't know and the 
FBI hasn't told us. 


COURIC: Alright . . . 


SOURCE: September 12, 2001 - 11:49am EDT on WRC 


A Newsweek story of September 15, 2001, provided one potential answer to this puzzle. According to a "high- 
ranking US Navy source" cited by the report, "[t]hree of the alleged hijackers listed their address on drivers 
licenses and car registrations as the Naval Air Station in Pensacola," and, according to a separate "high-ranking 
Pentagon official," another of the alleged hijackers "may have received language instruction at Lackland Air 
Force Base in San Antonio." But this report—like the subsequent reports of people with the same name as the 
alleged hijackers turning up alive and well in the wake of 9/11, which prompted the FBI to apologize to one 
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mistakenly named suspect and forced FBI Director Robert Mueller to acknowledge that they were not certain of 
the identities of several of the named men—were eventually dismissed as mere confusion over common Arab 
names. 


On September 28, 2001, the FBI released the final list of names and photographs of the alleged hijackers, and 
this rogues! gallery of fearsome Al Qaeda operatives was cemented in the public imagination. 


So who were these nineteen men? If they really were who the FBI said they were, who directed them? How were 
they supposed to have entered the United States? How did they fund their operations? And how did they evade 
detection while living openly in the US for months and in some cases years? 


In the months after the attacks, we were told that the men identified by the FBI as the culprits had "moved 
through Europe and America unnoticed" and that although several of them "had been tracked by intelligence 
until they got inside the United States," they were ultimately "lost." 


We were told that Al Qaeda's communications had been monitored, but that bin Laden and his henchman used 
"scramblers, Internet encryption, fiber optics" so it was "very hard" to intercept those transmissions. 


And we were told that no one was to blame for the attacks, which had merely been a "failure of imagination." 


THOMAS KEAN: As we detail in our report, this was a failure of policy, management, capability, and above 
all, a failure of imagination. 


SOURCE: September 11 Commission Report Release 


But, as the public was to learn in bits and pieces over the course of the next two decades, every one of these 
assertions was a demonstrable lie. 


This alleged team of crack Al Qaeda operatives did not "move through Europe and America unnoticed." Their 
communications were not rendered opaque to the intelligence agencies because of "fiber optics." Their 
successful penetration of America's defenses was not due to a "failure of imagination." 


Instead—as even the official story of the attacks now concedes—every major branch of US intelligence had key 
pieces of information on these Al Qaeda operatives, their communications, their movements and their plans. In 
fact, as can now be shown from official sources, these agencies not only deliberately allowed these operatives to 
proceed unmolested but actively stopped investigators and agents within their ranks from blowing the whistle on 
the plot. 


At the FBI, Special Agent Robert Wright led an investigation into terrorist financing called Vulgar Betrayal that 
managed to uncover a money trail connecting a suspected Chicago terror cell to Al Qaeda. But when Wright 
attempted to bring criminal charges against the cell members, his supervisor flew into a rage, shouting: "You 
will not open criminal investigations. I forbid any of you. You will not open criminal investigations against any 
of these intelligence subjects." 


After the embassy bombings, when Wright's team began to trace the financing of the attacks to a group of Saudi 
businessmen, the FBI moved to shut down the investigation altogether. Wright was kicked off the case in 1999, 
and Vulgar Betrayal was officially shut down in 2000. 
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ROBERT WRIGHT: Knowing what I know—and again, this was written 91 days before the attack—knowing 
what I know, I can confidently say that until the investigative responsibilities for terrorism are removed from the 
FBI, I will not feel safe. 


SOURCE: 9-11 FBI Whistleblower Robert Wright Testimony 


While Wright was pursuing the financial trail, FBI field agents across the US were picking up on another trend: 
Muslim extremists learning to fly. 


Agents in Oklahoma and Phoenix both wrote memos about the "large numbers of Middle Eastern males 
receiving flight training" and warned that some of them had documentable ties to Al Qaeda, but the warnings 
were ignored. Agents in Minneapolis frantically sought approval for a search warrant to search the laptop of 
Zacarias Moussaoui, a suspected terrorist who had been receiving flight training in the area. 


When that request was denied, one exasperated agent told FBI headquarters that he was "trying to keep someone 
from taking a plane and crashing into the World Trade Center." Rita Flack, an intelligence operations specialist 
at headquarters who had read the Phoenix memo, failed to pass that info on to any of her colleagues involved in 
the decision to deny the warrant to search Moussaoui's laptop. 


FBI whistleblower Colleen Rowley later revealed that agents in the Minneapolis office—desperately trying to 
find an answer to the question of why the Bureau was deliberately sabotaging the case—faced the problem with 
gallows humour: "I know I shouldn't be flippant about this, but jokes were actually made that the key FBIHQ 
personnel had to be spies or moles, like Robert Hansen, who were actually working for Osama bin Laden to have 
so undercut Minneapolis' effort." 


The Pentagon's intelligence branch, meanwhile, not only had foreknowledge of the plot, but—according to 
information that emerged years later and was quickly suppressed—had identified four of the presumed terror 
operatives and mapped out the network connecting them to the Brooklyn cell headed by the Blind Sheikh. 


"Able Danger" was a classified information operations campaign against transnational terrorism launched by 
military intelligence in the fall of 1999. First revealed to the public in June 2005, Able Danger employed data 
mining techniques on open source and classified information to identify networks of likely terror agents, 
including those operating in the US. 


The program was remarkably successful: not only did it warn the Pentagon of an impending attack just days 
before the Cole bombing, as we have already seen, but, according to Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) 
whistleblower Lt. Col. Anthony Shaffer and four of his colleagues working on the operation, Able Danger 
identified two of the terror cells connecting Al Qaeda to the alleged hijackers. It even identified four of those 
suspects—including Mohamed Atta—by name. 


When Lt. Col. Shaffer tried to set up a meeting between his supervisor and FBI officials in Washington to 
discuss a collaborative approach to tracking these cells, he was rebuffed by lawyers for the Pentagon's Special 
Operations Command. Shortly thereafter, Shaffer was ordered off the Able Danger team and the unit was 
disbanded, with the Pentagon ordering all the Able Danger data—2.5 terabytes worth of information, equivalent 
to one quarter of all the printed material in the Library of Congress—destroyed. 


After a hostile investigation that left witnesses feeling intimidated into changing their story about Able Danger 
still found five Pentagon employees who said they had seen the organizational chart with Atta's name on it, the 
Department of Defense Inspector General concluded that Able Danger had never identified Atta or any other 
alleged hijacker. And, just two months after the story became public—including Shaffer's revelation that he had 
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met with 9/11 Commission Executive Director Philip Zelikow and told him all of the details of the program in an 
extensive hour-long debriefing in Afghanistan that did not find its way into the Commission's final report—the 
DIA stripped Shaffer of his security clearance, essentially ending his decades-long career as a military 
intelligence officer. 


WELDON: Mr. Speaker, this is not some third-rate burglary cover-up. This is not some Watergate incident. 
This is an attempt to prevent the American people from knowing the facts about how we could have prevented 
9/11, and people are covering it up today! And they're ruining the career of a military officer to do it, and we 
can't let it stand! 


SOURCE: Curt Weldon House Session October 19, 2005 


The NSA, meanwhile—despite the "scrambler and fiber optics" excuses of the agency's apologists—were 
monitoring all of the communications going through Al Qaeda's pivotal Yemen communications hub from the 
lead-up to the Embassy bombings straight through to the execution of 9/11 itself. This "communications hub"— 
discovered in 1996 when the NSA began tapping into and transcribing the satellite phone calls of bin Laden— 
was, in fact, the home of Ahmed al-Hada, one of the jihadis who had fought alongside bin Laden against the 
Soviets in Afghanistan in the 1980s. Hada's phone was used by various Al Qaeda-linked operatives to pass 
messages to each other, as some countries blocked or monitored calls to other countries as possible terrorist 
communications. 


The NSA listened as Mohamed al-'Owhali, one of the bombers involved in the embassy attack, made multiple 
calls to the hub before and after the attack. They listened as Al Qaeda operatives called the hub to discuss 
attacking a US warship in the months prior to the Cole bombing. And they listened as numerous terror suspects 
called to discuss their operations with Khalid al-Mihdhar, one of the alleged 9/11 hijackers and the son-in-law of 
Ahmed al-Hada. 


Thomas Drake was a decorated United States Air Force and United States Navy veteran with a background in 
military crypto-electronics who had worked for twelve years as an outside contractor at the NSA. 9/11 was his 
first full day as an employee of the agency, and it was in the wake of that attack that he was handed a report from 
one of his colleagues in the NSA's "CounterTerror Shop" that laid out the agency's role in the events of that day. 


According to Drake, the report was "an extraordinarily detailed long-term study of Al Qaeda's activities" that 
identified "the planning cells" for 9/11, including "a number of the hijackers based on actual copy: Atta, Hazmi, 
Mihdhar," all of whom had appeared on the NSA's radar by the start of 2001. It also contained specific warnings 
about 9/11. 


Drake immediately gave the document to his supervisor, Maureen Baginski, who told him: "Tom, I wish you had 
not brought this to my attention." He was subsequently forced out of his position, stripped of his security 


clearance and indicted under the Espionage Act. 


On the day of the attacks, knowing the information that the NSA had that could have foiled the plot, the analysts 
began to break down. Two staffers suffered heart attacks, with one dying. Another, a female analyst who had 
been responsible for monitoring the Yemen hub communications, left NSA headquarters after suffering what 
Drake was told was a nervous breakdown. Yet another, a 40-something man, began openly crying in a hallway, 
telling three women he was talking to in full view of everyone passing: "We knew this was being planned 
months ago, but they would not let us issue the reports we wrote." 


NSA leadership, however, like Drake's supervisor and the head of the SIGINT division, Maureen Baginski, had 
a different reaction to the events unfolding that morning. 
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THOMAS DRAKE: I would hear the following phrase, which I think one person in particular probably regrets 
ever saying more publicly, that 9/11 was a gift to NSA. A gift. 


SOURCE: Thomas Drake: '9/11 Became a Profit Center’ for the NSA 


In fact, the story of intelligence agency foreknowledge of the plot goes from the merely impossible to the 
outright absurd when it is revealed that it wasn't just US intelligence that had a window into the plot, but every 
major intelligence service in the world. 


In subsequent years, it has emerged that intelligence agencies in Indonesia, the UK, Germany, Italy, Egypt, 
Russia, Jordan, France and, of course, Israel had all passed on various warnings about an imminent attack in the 
months and years leading up to 9/11. 


And, infamously, the President received a classified intelligence briefing on August 6, 2001, that unequivocally 
stated that an attack was being prepared. 


RICHARD BEN-VENISTE: Isn't it a fact, Dr. Rice, that the August 6th PDB warned against possible attacks 
in this country? And I ask you whether you recall the title of that PDB? 


CONDOLEEZZA RICE: I believe the title was, "Bin Laden Determined to Attack Inside the United States." 


SOURCE: Excerpts from April 8, 2004 Testimony of Dr. Condoleezza Rice Before the 9/11 Commission 


Pertaining to The President's Daily Brief of August 6, 2001 


It's no surprise that this plot—the most important ever attempted by Al Qaeda—would have been known by so 
many. Not only did the men that (we are told) bin Laden handpicked for the operation make no effort to hide 
their movements or obscure their activities, they instead—in the words of some investigators—left a deliberate 
trail behind them, a trail that was picked up and extensively reported on in the immediate wake of the attacks. 


NARRATOR: Customs inspectors at Dubai airport became suspicious when they noticed that Jarrah had pasted 
a page of the Koran into his passport. When they searched his luggage, they discovered piles of radical Muslim 
propaganda. What he did next remains a mystery to terrorism experts worldwide: he talked freely about his 
future plans. 


SOURCE: The 9/11 Hijackers: Inside The Hamburg Cell 


ANCHOR: One possible clue has developed in Florida. A car was towed from the Daytona Beach airport to this 
impound lot near Daytona. An airport worker called police because the car had photographs of Osama bin Laden 
in the back seat. 


SOURCE: September 12, 2001 - 12:01pm EDT on WUSA 


KERRY SANDERS: . . . and that's why they geared up the FBI agents in the field immediately, and they 
located him in South Florida, and again over on the West coast of Florida in Venice— 


KATIE COURIC: Were they surprised, Kerry, that he wasn't traveling under an assumed name? 
SANDERS: I think they are, but clearly from what the indications are at this point these terrorists are not hiding 


after the fact or anything like that. I think that—one of the agents told me that what he believes is that they 
wanted to leave this trail. 
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SOURCE: September 12, 2001 - 11:49am EDT on WRC 


Perhaps the greatest clue as to the real nature of the 9/11 operation, however, is found in one of the most 
stunning pieces of evidence of direct intelligence agency complicity in the plot. In the years after the attack, it 
was revealed that the CIA were not just surveilling the supposed hijackers or gathering information on their 
plans; they actively stopped information about these men's travels from reaching other intelligence agencies, 
deliberately hiding the fact that two of these agents had entered the US and were openly living in the country 
from the FBI and even from the National Security Council itself for over one and a half years. 


This incredible fact, buried in footnote 44 of chapter 6 of the 9/11 Commission report, was no trivial detail. 
9/11 Commission chair Thomas Kean called it "one of the most troubling aspects of our entire report." 


White House counterterror czar Richard Clarke said that it is evidence of both CIA malfeasance and 
misfeasance. 


And Mark Rossini, an FBI agent assigned to the CIA's bin Laden unit, believed it to be part of a secret 
intelligence operation involving these supposed terrorist hijackers that the agency didn't want anyone to 
discover. 


MARK ROSSINI: You know, the Agency had an obligation to tell the Bureau about these individuals, and in 
particular when it was determined that they did go on to the U.S., that they did travel to America. I think they 
had some sort of operational plan going on they didn't want the Bureau to know about. 


SOURCE: Who Is Rich Blee? 


Shortly after the Cole bombing, Fahad al-Quso, a Yemeni with known links to Osama bin Laden, was 
interrogated by Yemeni agents and admitted that he had flown from Yemen to Bangkok the previous January to 
deliver $36,000 to "Khallad," a terrorist based in Malaysia who Quso identified as the bombing mastermind. The 
money, Quso said, was to buy this one-legged terror mastermind an artificial leg. 


But Ali Soufan—the head of the FBI investigation into the Cole bombing—was puzzled by this lead. Why was 
Al Qaeda transferring money out of Yemen when they were supposedly planning an attack in that country? Was 
this money for a different operation? 


As with every such lead, Soufan followed up with an official request to the CIA for any information they had on 
"Khallad" in Malaysia or the phone number that Quso had used to contact him there. The CIA never responded 
to any of these official requests. 


But Soufan's intuitions were correct. 


On December 29, 1999—with all of the US intelligence services on heightened alert due to the threat of 
millennium terror attacks—the NSA shares information from their wiretap of Al Qaeda's Yemen 
communications hub with the CIA: Khalid Al-Mihdhar, Nawaf Alhazmi, and Salem Alhazmi will be flying to 
Malaysia to attend an important Al Qaeda summit the following month. The CIA, already aware of Al-Mihdhar's 
connection to the Yemen communications hub, tasks agents from eight CIA offices and six friendly foreign 
intelligence services with tracking his travel to Malaysia. 


The surveillance operation is successful. When Al-Mihdhar changes planes in Dubai, the CIA obtains a copy of 
his passport. Inside is a vital piece of information: this known bin Laden associate, on his way to an Al Qaeda 
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summit, has a visa to enter the United States. A visa that was issued at the same Jeddah consulate where, 
Michael Springmann testified, the CIA was helping to secure visas for Osama bin Laden's men during the 
Afghan-Soviet war. 


Seasoned intelligence officials have no trouble understanding the importance of this fact. Reflecting on the 
incredible nature of this series of events years later, veteran FBI agent Jack Cloonan remarked: 


"How often do you get into someone's suitcase and find multiple-entry visas? And how often do you know 
there's going to be an organizational meeting of Al Qaeda any place in the world? The chances are slim to none! 
This is as good as it gets. It's a home run in the ninth inning of the World Series. This is the kind of case you 
hope your whole life for." 


What happened next is so inexplicable for purveyors of the official 9/11 conspiracy theory that it is typically 
never discussed. 


After scoring this once-in-a-lifetime intelligence coup—this "home run in the ninth inning of the World 
Series"—the CIA then failed to watchlist either Al-Mihdhar or Alhazmi, allegedly lost track of them after they 
went on from Malaysia to Thailand (despite having the phone number of the hotel where they stayed in 
Bangkok) and failed to inform FBI investigators like Ali Soufan that these known terror associates had been 
tracked to an Al Qaeda summit. Most incredibly of all, the official record shows that supervisors in the CIA's bin 
Laden unit repeatedly and deliberately stopped agents from sending info about Al-Mihdhar's US visa to the FBI. 


On January 5, 2000, while the summit was still underway in Kuala Lumpur, the CIA's Riyadh Station forwarded 
the information about Al-Mihdhar's visa to Alec station at Langley. Doug Miller—an FBI officer assigned to the 
bin Laden unit as part of an intelligence-sharing program between the CIA and the FBI—tead the cable and, 
following protocol, immediately drafted a memo asking for permission to forward the info to FBI headquarters. 
The reply from Miller's CIA supervisor, Michael Anne Casey, citing Alec Station's deputy chief, Tom Wilshere, 
was immediate and unequivocal: "This is not a matter for the FBI." 


Thus began an 18-month odyssey in which 50 CIA personnel documentably accessed this information and not 
one of them ever officially shared it with any FBI or National Security Council official, even then- 
counterterrorism czar Richard Clarke. 


CLARKE: You understand, the way they update us at the White House is: every morning, I come in, I turn on 
my computer and I get 100, 150 CIA reports. I'm not relying on somebody calling me and telling me things. You 
have to intentionally stop it. You have to intervene and say, "No, I don't want that report to go," and I never got a 
report to that effect. 


SOURCE: Interview #07 (Washington, DC) 


On its own, this is scarcely believable. The Central Intelligence Agency actively and deliberately made a 
decision to stop the automatic sharing of information on the most sensitive national security intelligence in their 
possession. 


On September 12, 2001, when the CIA finally granted Ali Soufan's request from nearly one year before and sent 
him their intelligence about the Malaysia meeting, he began visibly shaking and rushed to the bathroom, 
vomiting on the floor next to the toilet. When one of his colleagues asked him what had happened, he said: 
"They knew, they knew." 
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But neither Soufan nor anyone else familiar with the hidden history of Al Qaeda should be surprised. When put 
into its context, this episode is a perfectly predictable continuation of the same pattern of intelligence agency aid 
that, as we have seen, defines the story of Al Qaeda. 

It is sometimes said that in order to be successful in their mission, the intelligence agencies have to get 
everything right all the time whereas the terrorists only have to get lucky once. But the Al Qaeda "terrorists"— 
protected, shepherded and aided by the intelligence agencies, as they demonstrably were—did not get lucky 
once. 

They got lucky over and over and over again, time after time after time, year after year after year, from their 
earliest beginnings through their development and growth, through their rise to international prominence, 
through every major terrorist attack of the 1990s and right up to the doorstep of 9/11. 


At this point, the "Incompetence" theory of "failures" and "missed opportunities" is not only not supportable, it is 
a transparent falsehood. There is only one conclusion possible: These "terrorists" were deliberately aided. 


This is not fringe conspiracy thinking. Even Richard Clarke eventually came to this conclusion. 

CLARKE: For me, to this day it is inexplicable why, when I had every other detail about everything related to 
terrorism, that the director didn't tell me, that the director of the Counterterrorism Center didn't tell me, that the 
other 48 people in CIA who knew about it never mentioned it to me or anyone in my staff in a period of over 12 
months. 


JOHN DUFFY: They were stopped from getting to you and stopped from getting to the White House. 


CLARKE: And stopped from getting to the FBI and the Defense Department. We therefore conclude that there 
was a high-level decision in the CIA ordering people not to share that information. 


RAY NOWOSIELSKI: How high level? 

CLARKE: I would think it would have to be made by the director. 

Leah] 

DUFFY: Have you asked George Tenet or Cofer Black or Richard Blee about any of this after the fact? 
CLARKE: No. 


NOWOSIELSKI: It kind of—the facts dripped out to you over time, right? Over these investigations? And then 
you started to— 


CLARKE: It took a while. 
NOWOSIELSKI: Yeah. 
DUFFY: You've never approached them .. .? 


NOWOSIELSKI: You used to be kind of buddies with Tenet, right? So... 
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CLARKE: Look at it this way: they've been able to get through a joint House investigation committee and get 
through the 9/11 Commission and this has never come out. They got away with it. They're not going to tell you 
even if you waterboard them. 


SOURCE: Interview #07 (Washington, DC) 


That the former top-ranking counterterrorism official in the United States has publicly accused the former 
director of the CIA and other top CIA officials of running an operation involving the accused 9/11 hijackers and 
then covering up that operation and information about it up to and through 9/1 1—an incredible accusation 
recorded by two independent filmmakers and freely viewable on YouTube for the past decade—is apparently of 
so little importance that it has never been followed up on by any major media outlet. 


But Clarke's version of the story, explosive as it is—that these accused terrorists really were terrorists, that they, 
like Ali Mohamed, managed to triple-cross the intelligence agencies that were trying to use them as double 
agents against Al Qaeda, and that the highest ranks of those intelligence agencies, up to and including the 
director of the CIA engaged in a cover-up of the entire affair, indirectly allowing 9/11 to take place purely to 
save their own skin—demonstrably cannot be the full story. 


As we now know, these nineteen men were no devout Islamic fundamentalists driven by their devotion into 
striking against the infidels. These alcohol-drinking, strip club-attending bumblers who, at one point, lived with 
an FBI informant and who left what investigators described as a deliberate trail behind them, were not master 
spies capable of triple-crossing the CIA. 


They did not coordinate their plan to coincide precisely with the live-fly hijacking exercises, military war games 
and planes-into-buildings training drills that were taking place on the day of 9/11. 


They did not overpower the military-trained pilots on four separate planes before a single one of them could so 
much as send out a hijack signal. 


They did not know to commit those hijackings precisely in the highly classified radar gaps that made their 
planes' movements opaque to flight traffic controllers. 


They did not pilot those planes through maneuvers that even experienced pilots called "tough for any airline 
pilot" despite never having sat in the cockpit of a jumbo jet before. 


They did not cause three buildings to pulverize themselves in mid-air, falling directly through the path of most 
resistance at freefall gravitational acceleration with two planes. 


They did not decide to fly around the Pentagon to miss the Defense Secretary's office and instead hit the section 
of the building where bookkeepers and budget analysts were working on the problem of the $2.3 trillion that 
Donald Rumsfeld had just 24 hours earlier admitted could not be accounted for in the Defense Department's 
budget. 


They did not commit the informed trading that three separate academic studies have proven did take place in the 
run up to 9/11. 


They did not engage in the decades-long cover-up of these facts in the wake of that attack. 
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And they did not launch the war of terror that sometimes saw the US and its allies using Al Qaeda as a 
convenient excuse for aggression in foreign countries and other times saw them actively collaborating with Al 
Qaeda to achieve their geopolitical goals. 


No. Richard Clarke's story is itself a cover-up. The spectacular, catalyzing terror attack of 9/11 was not allowed 
to happen. It was made to happen. 


But why? Who, other than the devout Muslim suicide warriors posited by the official 9/11 conspiracy theorists, 
would do such a thing? And for what purpose? 


To answer these questions, we need to return to Operation Susannah and the false flag terror ruse that has been 
employed by the British, the Israelis and the US throughout the past century. As we shall see, just eight years 
after Operation Susannah failed in Egypt, the highest-ranking officials in the US military drafted plans to stage 
terror attacks, blow up airliners and even kill Americans in order to blame their political enemies. And, in the 
lead up to 9/11, a cadre of political operatives brought those plans into the 21st century, paving the way for a 
new Pearl Harbor that would begin a worldwide war of terror and a clash of civilizations. 


GEORGE W. BUSH: Our war on terror begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end there. 
It will not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped and defeated. 


SOURCE: President Bush's address to a joint session of Congress on September 20, 2001 
TO BE CONCLUDED... 
Part Three: The War of Terror 


"Falsehood flies, and truth comes limping after it, so that when men come to be undeceived, it is too late; the jest 
is over, and the tale hath had its effect." 


Jonathan Swift 

INTRODUCTION 

Kabul, Afghanistan. August 29th, 2021. 

A white 1996 Toyota Corolla races down the dusty streets of the Afghan capital. 

Just days earlier, a suicide bombing at the Kabul airport had killed thirteen US Marines and dozens of Afghans. 
American forces, on high alert, track the Corolla from above. An American MQ-9 Reaper drone hovers high up, 
monitoring the driver—Zemari Ahmadi—as he stops at a suspected ISIS safe house and loads the car with 


explosives before continuing his journey to the airport. 


But Ahmadi never reaches his destination. At 4:50 PM, the order is given and the Reaper drone launches a 
hellfire missile at the vehicle, killing the would-be terrorist and destroying his explosive payload. 


The media, focused on the conflict in Afghanistan for the first time in years, air live coverage of the Pentagon's 
announcement: In the waning hours of America's two-decade-long military presence in Afghanistan, another 
terror threat has been liquidated and more innocent lives have been saved. 
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GEN. WILLIAM TAYLOR: Yesterday, US military forces conducted an over-the-horizon counterterrorism 
operation against an ISIS-K planner and facilitator. The air strike occurred in the Nangarhar province of 
Afghanistan. I can confirm, as more information has come in, that two high-profile ISIS targets were killed and 
one was wounded and we know of zero civilian casualties. 


SOURCE: Military officials hold news conference at Pentagon after drone strike 


But as the smoke cleared on the scene of the strike, some grisly truths began to emerge: Ahmadi had not been a 
terrorist. He was not on his way to set off a suicide bomb at the Kabul Airport. The car didn't even have 
explosives. 


In reality, Ahmadi had been an aid worker for an American NGO distributing food to malnourished Afghans. He 
wasn't on his way to the airport; he was arriving home after a day at the office. The "suspicious packages" that 
the drone operators had watched him load into his car were in fact water bottles that Ahmadi was bringing home 
because his neighbourhood was dealing with a water shortage. 


In perhaps the greatest irony, Ahmadi had applied for a special visa to emigrate to the US with his family just 
days before his death. Now, that family was devastated, torn apart by an explosion that left Ahmadi and nine of 
his relatives—including a two-year-old—dead. 


Finally forced to admit that every part of the drone strike story had been a lie, the Pentagon called it a "tragic 
mistake." And, after a three-month self-investigation, it was decided that no one involved in that "mistake" 
would receive any punishment for killing 10 innocent Afghans. 


The story of the killing of Zemari Ahmadi is the story of the War on Terror in a nutshell. Ahmadi's death was 
cast as a "tragic mistake" for which no one was to blame, just as America's decades-long debacle in the Middle 
East—from the invasion, occupation and eventual choatic retreat from Afghanistan to the illegal invasion of Iraq 
and the rise of ISIS to the regime change operations in Libya and Syria—had been a "failure" of military 
planning. 


But, when viewed in its proper context, the war on terror was no failure. In fact, waged on fictitious grounds 
against a shadow enemy, the great military campaign of the 21st century was not a war on terror at all. It was a 


war of terror, a pretext for the construction of an international security grid in the name of fighting a bogeyman 
that never existed in the first place. 


And by that metric, the war of terror was successful beyond its planners' wildest dreams. 
Part Three: The War of Terror 


For many in the general public, the war on terror was a direct consequence of 9/11, and that war began with 
George W. Bush's address to Congress on September 20, 2001: 


GEORGE W. BUSH: Our enemy is a radical network of terrorists, and every government that supports them. 


Our war on terror begins with Al Qaeda, but it does not end there. It will not end until every terrorist group of 
global reach has been found, stopped, and defeated. 


SOURCE: President Bush's address to a joint session of Congress on September 20, 2001 


Some even believe that the war ended with Barack Obama's declaration of May 23, 2013: 
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BARACK OBAMA: Beyond Afghanistan, we must define our effort not as a boundless “global war on terror,” 
but rather as a series of persistent, targeted efforts to dismantle specific networks of violent extremists that 
threaten America. 


SOURCE: Remarks by the President at the National Defense University 


But, as convenient as these statements are for creating bookends for the story of the war on terror, they do not 
tell the real story of that war. In fact, the origins of the global war on terror go back much further than the 
general public has been led to believe. 


In 1962, the US Joint Chiefs of Staff, led by General Lyman Lemnitzer, issued a startling proposal to President 
John F. Kennedy on how to get the public on board with military invention in Cuba to remove Fidel Castro from 
power. Called Operation Northwoods, the plan suggested a number of staged provocations, secretly committed 
by the US itself but blamed on Castro, including: blowing up a US ship in Guantanomo Bay and blaming the 
incident on the Cuban government; staging terror attacks in the United States to be blamed on Cuban terrorists; 
and even painting up a remote-controlled plane to resemble a passenger jet and destroying it over Cuba. 


The incredible plan, rejected by Kennedy, who subsequently refused to renew Lemnitzer's term as Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was classified and was not revealed to the public until 2001, just months before 9/11. 


JAMES BAMFORD: The idea was to create a pretext to show that the there was an attack by Cuba on the 
United States. And the idea was to have US personnel from the CIA and other places secretly create terrorism in 
the United States. The document actually said people would be shot on American streets, bombs would be blown 
up. And again, all this the evidence would be laid to point the finger at Castro. 


One other idea was they were going to—they had a very complex plan where they were going to take an aircraft 
and load it with CIA people that looked like college students, fly it over to—have it take off from an airport in 
Miami with a lot of publicity and then it would—quickly after it got into the air—land at a secret CIA base. At 
that same time, an identical plane would take off from that CIA base, except this plane would be empty and it 
would be remotely piloted from the ground. It would be a drone plane that would be very similar to the 
passenger plane that had just taken off. 


And once the plane was over Cuba, there was going to be a tape recorder that would have played a distress call 
to a microphone saying, "Help, we're being shot at!" And a few minutes later—once the plane was over the 
Caribbean Sea after it passed over Cuba—somebody would have pressed the button on the ground, blowing up 
the plane. And they would have blamed Cuba for killing a plane load of American college students. 


SOURCE: Operation Northwoods explained by James Bamford 


But even after its rejection, the Northwoods idea of using spectacular terror attacks as the justification for a 
widescale war continued to be employed by military planners. 


In November 1998, Philip Zelikow—who would go on to chair the 9/11 Commission—co-wrote an article 

in Foreign Affairs, the Council on Foreign Relations' publication, with Ashton Carter, the future Secretary of 
Defense under President Obama, and John Deutsch, the former director of the CIA. Titled "Catastrophic 
Terrorism: Tackling the New Danger," the article warns of a potential "transforming event," such as an attack on 
the World Trade Center: 


"Like Pearl Harbor, the event would divide our past and future into a before and after. The United States might 
respond with draconian measures scaling back civil liberties, allowing wider surveillance of citizens, detention 
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of suspects and use of deadly force. More violence could follow, either future terrorist attacks or U.S. 
counterattacks. Belatedly, Americans would judge their leaders negligent for not addressing terrorism more 
urgently." 


The solution to this impending threat of catastrophic terrorism, Zelikow and his co-authors argue, is to take that 
threat seriously—as the US government did in 1940 when it "pondered what kind of forces it would need to 
wage a global war"—and to create new offices for coordinating homeland security and waging pre-emptive 
strikes against potential terrorists around the world. 


Then, unnoticed by much of the public, the global war on terror was first proposed on live TV on the morning of 
9/11. At 11:28 AM New York time, as the blanket of dust from the freshly exploded towers was still settling on 
Manhattan and much of the world was still trying to process what was happening, a guest on BBC World News 
laid out the dawning of the new age of global terror with remarkable foresight. But this prediction was not 
delivered by a US government official or an American intelligence agent or a Washington Beltway insider. It 
was delivered by Ehud Barak, the former Prime Minister of Israel. 


PRESENTER: Joining me now here in the BBC World studio is the former Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak, 
who's in London at the moment. Mr. Barak, welcome to BBC World. First, your reaction, having heard what's 
happened. At least four planes have been hijacked and there may be more. 


EHUD BARAK: The world will not be the same from today on. It's an attack against our whole civilization. I 
don't know who is responsible. I believe we will know in 12 hours. 


If it is a kind of bin Laden organization, and even if it's something else, I believe that this is the time to deploy a 
globally concerted effort led by the United States, the UK, Europe and Russia against all sources of terror—the 


same kind of struggle that our forefathers launched against the piracy on the high seas. 


SOURCE: September 11, 2001 - 11:28am EDT (4:28pm BST) - BBC World News 


In the chaos of September 11, 2001, mere minutes after the destruction of the Twin Towers, the global viewing 
public was presented all the key takeaways of 9/11: that "this is the time to deploy a globally concerted effort led 
by the United States"; that "the world will not be the same from today on"; and, of course, that we "don't know 
who was responsible," although "we will know in 12 hours." But the name immediately implanted in the minds 
of the audience—not for the first nor the last time on that long day of news coverage—was that of Osama bin 
Laden. 


In the following days, these takeaways became the talking points for the US government and its allies around the 
world. Before the day was over, President Bush was already laying the rhetorical groundwork for the coming 
war, vowing that "we stand together to win the war against terrorism." By the end of the week, the American 
public was being prepared for a conflict much bigger than a conventional war: "This crusade, this war on 


terrorism is going to take a while." 


And, in the following week, Bush confirmed what the public had been told since the moment of the live 
televised strike on the World Trade Center: 


JON SCOTT: We just saw on live television as a second plane flew into the second tower of the World Trade 


Center. Now, given what has been going on around the world, some of the key suspects come to mind: Osama 
bin Laden. Who knows what? 


SOURCE: Original News Broadcast on 9/11/01 
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BUSH: Americans are asking: Who attacked our country? The evidence we have gathered all points to a 
collection of loosely affiliated terrorist organizations known as Al Qaeda. 


SOURCE: President Bush's address to a joint session of Congress on September 20, 2001 


By the end of the month, the public had heard so many authoritative pronouncements about "the evidence" 
pointing to bin Laden's responsibility for the 9/11 attacks that few noticed when the US government declined to 
release a promised white paper outlining that evidence—a decision prompted by a "lack of solid information" 
about the plot, according to government sources cited by veteran journalist Seymour Hersh. Instead, the 
presentation of such evidence was outsourced—as so much of the dirty work in the global war on terror would 
be—to a third-party nation-state: the United Kingdom. 


On September 30, 2001, UK Prime Minister Tony Blair appeared on the BBC's Breakfast with Frost program to 
declare he had been shown "absolutely powerful, incontrovertible evidence of [bin Laden's] link to the events of 
the 11th of September," but because the evidence came from "sensitive sources" he could not simply reveal it to 
the public. Rather, the UK government would release a report laying out its case against Osama in great detail. 


That dossier, titled "Responsibility for the terrorist atrocities in the United States," was released on October 4th 
and was touted by the press as "the clearest case yet of Osama bin Laden's involvement in the September 11 


attacks." The document opens, however, by noting that it "does not purport to provide a prosecutable case 
against Osama bin Laden in a court of law." The first 60 points of the report provide general background 
information about bin Laden and previous terror attacks attributed to Al Qaeda, and the last ten points, dealing 
with "Osama bin Laden and the 11 September attacks," are almost incomprehensibly vague. 


It claims that "at least three" of the hijackers have been identified as "associates of Al Qaeda," without listing 
how this conclusion was arrived at or even who these associates are. 


It claims that the attack "follows the modus operandi" of Al Qaeda and is "entirely consistent" with the planning 
of previous attacks attributed to the group. 


And, most remarkably, it states that "[t]here is evidence of a very specific nature relating to the guilt of bin 
Laden and his associates that is too sensitive to release." 


At almost the exact same time, momentous events were taking place in Europe, where the North Atlantic 
Council, NATO's main decision-making body, was receiving a classified briefing from a US State Department 
operative. 


LORD ROBERTSON: This morning, the United States briefed the North Atlantic Council on the results of 
their investigation into who was responsible for the horrific terrorist attacks which took place on 11 September. 


The briefing was given by Ambassador Frank Taylor, the United States Department of State Coordinator for 
Counter-terrorism. 


[eal 


The briefing addressed the events of 11 September themselves, the results of the investigation so far, what is 
known about Osama bin Laden and the Al Qaeda organization and their involvement in the attacks and in 
previous terrorist activity, and the links between Al Qaeda and the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. 
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The facts are clear and compelling. The information presented points conclusively to an Al Qaeda role in the 11 
September attacks. 


SOURCE: Statement by NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson, October 2, 2001 


This was no ordinary briefing. The result of that briefing was that for the first time in its history, NATO invoked 
Article 5 of its charter—the self-defence clause that compels the organization to assist any member nation that is 
attacked by an outside force. By "proving" that bin Laden had committed the attack in connection with the 
Taliban, the United States could launch the war on terror and compel NATO to assist in its invasion of 
Afghanistan. 


LORD ROBERTSON: On the basis of this briefing, it has now been determined that the attack against the 
United States on 11 September was directed from abroad and shall therefore be regarded as an action covered by 
Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, which states that an armed attack on one or more of the Allies in Europe or 
North America shall be considered an attack against them all. 


I want to reiterate that the United States of America can rely on the full support of its 18 NATO allies in the 
campaign against terrorism. 


Given the stakes involved, questions long swirled around this mysterious, classified briefing. What had 
Ambassador Frank Taylor told the North Atlantic Council that was so compelling? What information persuaded 
the world's largest and most powerful military alliance to launch an invasion of another nation? The public, it 
seemed, would never know. 


LORD ROBERTSON: Today's was a classified briefing and so I cannot give you all the details. Briefings are 
also being given directly by the United States to the Allies in their capitals. 


But then, in 2009, intelwire.com quietly posted a document online under the title "Secret Post-9/11 Briefing to 
World Leaders." The document is a US State Department cable addressed to the American embassies in the 
NATO countries and American allies around the world under the subject line "September 11: Working together 
to fight the plague of global terrorism and the case against Al Qaeda." The cable is dated October 1, 2001—the 
day before Ambassador Taylor's meeting with the North Atlantic Council—and instructs its recipients to brief 
their host country's government on "the information linking the Al Qaeda terrorist network, Osama bin Laden, 
and the Taliban regime to the September 11 terrorist attack on the World Trade Center and Pentagon and the 
crash of United Airlines Flight 93." 


The document went largely unnoticed until 2018, when Professor Niels Harrit wrote an article, "The Mysterious 
Frank Taylor Report: The 9/11 Document that Launched US-NATO’s 'War on Terrorism! in the Middle East," 
connecting the dots between this document and the briefing that Ambassador Taylor gave to the North Atlantic 
Council. 


HARRIT: This is in my mind with no doubt simply the legal basis for eighteen years of perpetual war in the 
Middle East. This is the basis for NATO's activation of Article 5. And so what is in the document and what is the 
evidence? What is the evidence which Lord Robertson calls "clear and compelling"? None. There's absolutely no 
evidence in that paper. 


SOURCE: The Secret Lie That Started the Afghan War 


Much like the UK government dossier, the State Department cable contains no actual evidence of a link between 
bin Laden and the 9/11 attacks. In fact, the cable is virtually identical to the UK report. After spending a full 
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fifteen pages talking in generalities about terror, about the US government's officially sanctioned history of Al 
Qaeda, and of previous attacks attributed to Al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden, the document finally arrives at 
"Part II" purporting to demonstrate Al Qaeda's involvement in the attacks. 


But Part HI begins by admitting that the investigation into the attacks is "still in the early stage" and that "[t]here 
are still gaps in our knowledge." It then goes on to detail circumstantial "evidence," including the observation 
that "bin Laden and his associates seemed to be anticipating what we could only identify as an important event 
or activity." Finally, the document talks about how the incident is "tactically similar to earlier attacks" because it 
involved planning and a desire to inflict mass casualties. 


And with that complete lack of evidence, the war on terror was launched and the invasion of Afghanistan began. 


And so, in October 2001, the bombs began dropping on Afghanistan. The war of terror had officially begun, and 
the public was told that one of the key objectives of that war was to kill or capture Osama bin Laden. 


REPORTER: Do you want bin Laden dead? 


BUSH: I want him... hell, I want justice. And there's an old poster out West, as I recall, that said "Wanted: 
Dead or Alive." 


SOURCE: CNN: 2001, President George W. Bush 'bin Laden, Wanted dead or alive’ 


But as we have seen, one of the defining hallmarks of Al Qaeda throughout its reign of terror was its agents' 
uncanny ability to cross borders illegally, evade capture repeatedly and generally slip through intelligence 
agency dragnets unimpeded. This remarkable string of "good luck" included: 


e the "Blind Sheik" Omar Abdel Rahman, who entered the US with CIA support and lived there 
unmolested even after his green card was revoked; 

e World Trade Center bomber Ramzi Yousef, who entered the US without the proper paperwork, working 
and living with a suspected terror ring that was under FBI surveillance, and fleeing the country before he 
was even a person of interest in the WTC investigation; 

e Khalid Al-Mihdhar and Nawaf Alhazmi, whose entry to the US from an Al Qaeda summit in Malaysia 
was known about and actively covered up by the CIA and who lived openly in the United States under 
their real names for over a year, repeatedly calling the Al Qaeda communications hub in Yemen that was 
being monitored by the NSA; 

e and, most infamously, Al Qaeda "triple agent" Ali Mohammed, whose career as an Egyptian army 
officer, a "failed" CIA asset, a trusted aide to Al Qaeda second-in-command Ayman Al-Zawahiri, a US 
special forces training officer, a volunteer fighter in Afghanistan, an FBI deep-cover asset, Osama bin 
Laden's personal bodyguard and the trainer of many of Al Qaeda's terrorists throughout the 1990s is so 
improbable that it is generally ignored in most histories of Al Qaeda. 


As incredible as all of those stories are, however, they pale in comparison to the story that was about to unfold: 
the "disappearance" of Osama bin Laden, ostensibly the most wanted man on the planet, from under the noses of 
the American military and intelligence services. 


Osama bin Laden's remarkable post-9/11 "disappearance" actually began on 9/11 itself, when his whereabouts 
were not a mystery to America or its allies in the region. In fact, his location and activities on the night before 
9/11 were well known to the US, although that information would not be revealed to the public until after his 
"escape." 
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BARRY PETERSEN: Everyone remembers what happened on September 11th. Here's the story of what may 
have happened the night before. It is a tale as twisted as the hunt for Osama bin Laden. 


CBS News has been told that the night before the September 11th terrorist attack, Osama bin Laden was in 
Pakistan. He was getting medical treatment with the support of the very military that days later pledged its 
backing for the US war on terror in Afghanistan. Pakistan intelligence sources tell CBS News that bin Laden was 
spirited into this military hospital in Rawalpindi for kidney dialysis treatment. 


SOURCE: Dan Rather Reports: 9/11 bin Laden At Rawalpindi Hospital September 10th 2001 


Despite knowing bin Laden's precise location and activities right up to the moment of 9/11, however, and despite 
the fact that the Al Qaeda leader was already a wanted fugitive subject to international arrest warrants and under 
indictment by a US federal court, bin Laden continued to move around internationally with the full knowledge 
and complicity of state intelligence services. And, as remarkable as this may seem, bin Laden's trip to 
Rawalpindi on the eve of 9/11 was neither the first nor the last time that the US would allow him to evade 
capture. 


In the weeks after the attack, the Taliban offered to try bin Laden in Afghanistan or even hand him over to a 
third-party country if the US provided them with the same proof of Bin Laden's guilt for 9/11 that Ambassador 
Taylor had supposedly provided NATO. Bush turned the offer down. Then, after the invasion of Afghanistan 
began in October, the Taliban again tried to hand bin Laden over, this time dropping the request for proof of his 
guilt. Bush again refused. 


The war of terror, it turned out, was not about getting Osama. In fact, if bin Laden had been captured or killed, it 
would have derailed the carefully laid plans for the Bush Administration's aggressive new foreign policy. 


But, having been sold on the simplified version of the war on terror—the one that held the objective of that war 
was to kill or capture Osama bin Laden and to liquidate the Al Qaeda network—the public believed that the 
fighting would be short and decisive, like the first Gulf War. After all, how hard would it be for the army of the 
world's unrivaled military superpower employing the tools of the most high-tech intelligence community in 
history to capture a lone fighter on dialysis in the caves of Tora Bora? 


Bush administration officials were quick to temper the public's expectations on this point. This was no ordinary 
elderly man living in an undefended cave, after all. This was a comic book supervillain, an evil millionaire 
mastermind directing a terrorist army from his elaborate cave fortress. 


TIM RUSSERT: .. . there is constant discussion about him hiding out in caves, and I think many times the 
American people have a perception that it's a little hole dug out of a side of a mountain. 


DONALD RUMSFELD: Oh, no. 


RUSSERT: This is it. This is a fortress! A complex, multi-tiered. Bedrooms and offices on the top, as you can 
see. Secret exits on the side and on the bottom. Cut deep to avoid thermal detection. A ventilation system to 
allow people to breathe and to carry on. The entrances large enough to drive trucks and even tanks. Even 
computer systems and telephone systems. It's a very sophisticated operation. 


RUMSFELD: Oh, you bet. This is serious business. And there's not one of those, there are many of those! 


SOURCE: Bin Laden's cave according to Rumsfeld 
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This was a lie, of course. There were no high-tech cave fortresses, no "multi-tiered bedrooms and offices on the 
top," no "secret exits on the side," no ventilation system or computer systems. It was a fabrication, a literal 
artist's rendering with as much reality as that of a comic book or a cartoon. 


But, as an unfolding drama for the public following the war on their television sets half a world away, this story 
had enough twists and turns to keep any audience engaged. 


The first phase of the war went as predicted. By November, America's relentless bombing had already routed the 
Taliban, driving them from Kabul toward Kunduz in the north. There, the trapped fighters—including not only 
Taliban but Al Qaeda members as well as Pakistani Army officers, intelligence advisers, and volunteers—were 
saved from certain defeat by a miracle: the arrival of a squadron of Pakistani aircraft that flew in and airlifted 
them back to Pakistan. 


It was later confirmed that the operation—dubbed the "airlift of evil"—was signed off on by the Bush 
Administration, who had cut a secret deal with Pakistani President Musharraf to let the fighters escape and who 
"ordered the United States Central Command to set up a special air corridor to help insure the safety of the 
Pakistani rescue flights." 


But what about Osama bin Laden? As it turns out, his whereabouts were no great mystery to American forces, 
and, once again, he was allowed to escape. 


On the eve of the invasion of Afghanistan in October, the Guardian reported that "Osama bin Laden was in 
Kabul last week and US and British intelligence agencies have a 'pretty good idea’ where he is now," suggesting 
that "Western intelligence has a much clearer picture of bin Laden's recent movements than has been admitted." 
The report went on to note that bin Laden's "capture or death would reduce the pressure for wider military action 
against Afghanistan." But this intelligence did not lead to bin Laden's apprehension. 


As American forces honed in on Kabul in early November, bin Laden and all of his closest advisors managed to 
escape to Jalalabad in a very conspicuous late-night convoy. One eyewitness reported: "We don't understand 
how they weren't all killed the night before, because they came in a convoy of at least 1,000 cars and trucks. It 
was a very dark night, but it must have been easy for American pilots to see the headlights." 


On November 13th, just one day before the Northern Alliance captured Jalalabad, bin Laden escaped once again, 
this time in a convoy of several hundred cars. Despite believing bin Laden to be in one of the vehicles, US forces 
opted to ignore the convoy and instead bombed the nearby Jalalabad airport. 


Bin Laden and his men, now numbering a few hundred fighters, arrived in mid-November at the mountainous 
Khyber Pass on the border of Pakistan. On November 15th, with the remaining Al Qaeda and Taliban holdouts 
pinned down in the caves of Tora Bora, the US military was in a position to eliminate the Al Qaeda threat, kill 
Osama bin Laden and end the war on terror. 


But, remarkably, the Marines, special forces and CIA operatives who were positioned and ready to do this were 
blocked from doing so by their own superiors. 


NARRATOR: That winter, the CIA was still at war. The Taliban had fallen. Now it was Osama bin Laden's 
turn. 


GARY BERNTSEN: I'm looking for bin Laden right away. I want to start killing him and his people 
immediately. 
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GARY SCHROEN: We had intelligence that continued to develop that bin Laden and Zawahiri were in 
Afghanistan, probably in the eastern areas, hiding out there. 


NARRATOR: The CIA tried to put together a team to chase bin Laden. It wasn't easy. 


GARY BERNTSEN: I asked Army special forces if they'll send people in. They say, "No, we're not going 
down there. It's unstable. You don't have a reliable ally." 


STEVE COLL: The conditions for Al Qaeda's retreat were quite favorable, and the United States did not do the 
one thing that the Pentagon had within its power to do, which was to move regular US troops into a blocking 
position behind these mountains. 


SOURCE: The Dark Side (Frontline) 


The story, exhaustively documented by CIA operatives, special forces operators, journalists and even a US 
Senate report, is clear and unambiguous. 


As the US Senate report notes: "By early December 2001, bin Laden’s world had shrunk to a complex of caves 
and tunnels carved into a mountainous section of eastern Afghanistan known as Tora Bora." 


Both the CIA and Delta Force—the US Army's elite special operations unit—had tracked bin Laden from 
Jalalabad to Tora Bora. They had "real-time eavesdropping capabilities on Al Qaeda almost from their arrival, 
allowing them to track movements and gauge the effectiveness of the bombing" and were able to pick up radio 
communications featuring bin Laden directly issuing commands to his troops. They had him surrounded on three 
sides, and the relentless air strikes—including the use of a 15,000 pound "daisy cutter" not used since Vietnam— 
were decimating what was left of bin Laden's forces. All that was needed was to secure the mountain pass 
leading out of Tora Bora and into Pakistan. 


Gary Berntsen, the head of the CIA's paramilitary operation against the Taliban and Al Qaeda, knew that the 
Afghan militias that the US had cobbled together were not up to the job of securing the pass. From mid- 
November to mid-December, he repeatedly begged his superiors for one battalion of US Army Rangers—just 
800 troops—to help stop bin Laden from slipping away. 


As the US Senate later noted, fulfilling Berntsen's request "would have been a manageable task": 


In late November, about the time US intelligence placed bin Laden squarely at Tora Bora, more than 1,000 
members of the 15th and 26th Marine Expeditionary Units, among the military’s most mobile arms, established a 
base southwest of Kandahar, only a few hours flight away. [.. .] Another 1,000 troops from the Army’s 10th 
Mountain Division were split between a base in southern Uzbekistan and Bagram Air Base, a short helicopter 
flight from Tora Bora. 


General James Mattis, the commander of the Marines at Kandahar, told a journalist that his troops could seal off 
Tora Bora, but his superiors rejected the plan. 


Berntsen fared no better in his quest to obtain 800 Army Rangers for the mission. Not only was his request 
rejected, but, remarkably, in the middle of the most important battle of the war, he was replaced as head of the 
CIA force in Afghanistan, effective immediately. His replacement was to be Rich Blee, the same CIA bin Laden 
unit chief who had helped conceal the information about Al-Mihdhar and Alhazmi's entry to the US from the 
FBI. Blee was accompanied to Afghanistan by Michael Anne Casey, the bin Laden unit staffer who had actually 
stopped Doug Miller from sharing that info with the FBI. 
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At first, Berntsen was told that his request was denied because it might "alienate our Afghan allies." 


"I don't give a damn about alienating our allies!" he replied. "I only care about eliminating Al Qaeda and 
delivering bin Laden's head in a box!" 


Later, though, a different story emerged. As it turns out, at the exact same time that bin Laden was holed up in 
Tora Bora, US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld ordered General Tommy Franks, who was leading the 
Afghan invasion, to redirect planning resources from Afghanistan to the Pentagon's next target in the war of 
terror: Iraq. 


As even the official story of the war on terror acknowledges, bin Laden and his top aides, seizing their 
opportunity, simply walked out of Tora Bora and into Pakistan. 


And, just like that, the bogeyman of the war on terror was gone, allowed to escape yet again. He would reappear 
from time to time to continue reminding the public about the origins of the terror war. But now, the public's 
attention was being turned to a new bogeyman. 


QUESTION: Mr. President, in your speeches now, you rarely talk [about] or mention Osama bin Laden. Why is 
that? 


Also, can you can tell the American people if you have any more information—if you know if he is dead or 
alive. Deep in your heart, don't you truly believe that until you find out if he is dead or alive, you won't really 
want to make— 


BUSH: Well, deep in my heart, I know the man's on the run if he's alive at all. And I—you know, who knows if 
he's hiding in some cave or not? We hadn't heard from him in a long time. 


And the idea of focusing on one person is really—indicates to me people don't understand the scope of the 
mission. Terror's bigger than one person. And he's just—he's a person who has now been marginalized. His 
network is—his host government has been destroyed. He's the ultimate parasite who found weakness, exploited 
it, and met his match. 


He is—you know, as I mention in my speeches—I do mention the fact that this is a fellow who is willing to 
commit youngsters to their death. And he, himself, tries to hide, if, in fact, he's hiding at all. 


So I don't know where he is. Nor—you know, I just don't spend that much time on him really, to be honest with 
you. 


SOURCE: Presidential News Conference March 13, 2002 


BUSH: Some have argued that confronting the threat from Iraq could detract from the war against terror. To the 
contrary, confronting the threat posed by Iraq is crucial to winning the war on terror. 


SOURCE: President Bush Outlines Iragi Threat 
That the Bush Administration would pivot so quickly from hunting Osama bin Laden to toppling Saddam 


Hussein was only surprising to those who did not know the neocons populating the Bush administration or their 
well-documented and long-held desire to affect regime change in Iraq. 
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In 1996, a group of prominent neoconservatives—including Richard Perle, Douglas Feith and David Wurmser— 
wrote a report for then-Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. Titled "A Clean Break: A New Strategy for 
Securing the Realm," the report urged Israel to "shape its strategic environment" by "weakening, containing, and 
even rolling back Syria." The way to do this, the report concluded, was to "focus on removing Saddam Hussein 
from power in Iraq—an important Israeli strategic objective in its own right—as a means of foiling Syria’s 
regional ambitions." 


In 1997, twenty-five prominent neocons—including ten who would go on to serve in the Bush Administration, 
and even Jeb Bush, the future president's brother—signed a "Statement of Principles" as the founding charter of 
a new think tank called the Project for the New American Century (PNAC). The statement called on then- 
President Clinton to reverse the defense spending cuts that marked the post-Cold War era and to "increase 
defense spending significantly." In 1998, the group followed up with an open letter to Clinton urging him to 
"turn your Administration's attention to implementing a strategy for removing Saddam's regime from power." 


Surrounding himself with neocons on the campaign trail and eventually installing those neocons in all of the key 
security positions in his cabinet, President George W. Bush wasted no time in making these regime change 
dreams a reality. 


As Treasury Secretary Paul O'Neill later revealed, at his first major national security council meeting—held just 
ten days into the new administration—"President Bush tasked Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Joint 
Chiefs of Staff Chairman Hugh Shelton to begin preparing options for the use of US ground forces in the 
northern and southern no-fly zones in Iraq to support an insurgency to bring down the Saddam regime." The 
second national security council meeting of the Bush administration, held two days later, also discussed regime 
change in Irag, with one briefing document at the meeting marked "secret" and bearing the title "Plan for post- 
Saddam Iraq." 


RON SUSKIND: From the very first instance, it was about Iraq, it was about what we can do to change this 
regime. 


LESLEY STAHL: Now, everybody else thought that grew out of 9/11. 
SUSKIND: No. 

STAHL: But this book says it was day one of this administration. 
SUSKIND: Day one, these things were laid and sealed. 


SOURCE: Before 9/11, Bush Asked To “Go Find Me A Way” To Invade Irag 


And, infamously, on the day of 9/11 itself, the administration was already beginning plans for a retaliatory strike 
not just on bin Laden in Afghanistan but on Iraq. 


A note taken at 2:40 PM on September 11, 2001, records Rumsfeld saying he wanted "best info fast. Judge 
whether good enough to hit Saddam Hussein at the same time. Not only bin Laden." He also made sure to order 
staff to "go massive" and "sweep it all up" including "things related and not." 


From before Bush even got into office, there was no doubt that he would attack Iraq. 9/11 and the war on terror 
merely presented the neocons with the perfect opportunity to fulfill that agenda. The only problem was how to 
tie Iraq into the war on terror in the minds of the public, a problem that Bush himself admitted to. 
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BUSH: You know, one of the hardest parts of my job is to connect Iraq to the war on terror. 
SOURCE: Couric Interview Bush September 6, 2006 
BUSH: Of course we're after Saddam Hussein . . . I mean bin Laden. He's... he's. . . he's isolated. 


SOURCE: George W. Bush and John Kerry Ist Presidential Debate 2004 


The job of connecting the public face of the war on terror—bin Laden and Al Qaeda—to Saddam and Iraq was 
made more difficult by the fact that there was no such connection. Difficult, but not impossible, for a committed 
cadre with no qualms about using mendacity to achieve their political objectives. 


The most direct link between Al Qaeda and Iraq was a trip that alleged 9/11 hijacker Mohammed Atta was 
reported to have made to the Iraqi consulate in Prague in April 2001. After Atta's pictures were published in the 
media in the wake of 9/11, a Middle East informant told Czech intelligence that he had seen Atta meeting with a 
suspected Iraqi intelligence agent in the Czech Republic that spring. 


The story became even more salacious when—at the height of the anthrax scare in October 2001—"anonymous 
Israeli intelligence sources" planted a story in the German media that Atta had in fact received anthrax spores 
from his Iraqi contact in Prague. 


But the entire story was such a preposterous lie that it was quickly disowned by both the FBI and the CIA. 
Investigators found "there was no evidence Atta left or returned to the US" during that time frame and "pointed 
to other evidence, including Atta's cell phone records, to cast doubt on the idea that any meeting had occurred." 
And, despite the fantastical, anonymous, evidence-free reports in German media, the anthrax used in the anthrax 
attacks on America in the fall of 2001 did not source from Iraq, but from the US military's own bioweapons 


laboratory. 


None of this stopped Vice President Dick Cheney from repeating the lie in his media appearances in the run-up 
to the Iraq War, however. 


CHENEY: We've seen, in connection with the hijackers, of course, Mohamed Atta, who was the lead hijacker, 
did apparently travel to Prague on a number of occasions. And on at least one occasion, we have reporting that 

places him in Prague with a senior Iraqi intelligence official a few months before the attack on the World Trade 
Center. 


SOURCE: Cheney on ''Meet the Press" September 8, 2002 


The story of Iraqi agents handing flasks of anthrax to 9/11 hijackers was a little too fanciful even for the 
credulous American public, however, and it was soon dropped from the neocons' sales pitch for the Iraq war. 


Instead, a different set of lies would need to be found to sell the public on the illegal invasion of a sovereign 
nation. 


On January 31, 2003—-six months after senior British intelligence complained behind closed doors that the "facts 
were being fixed around the policy" of invading Irag—Bush met with British Prime Minister Tony Blair at the 
White House for a discussion on the matter. As a now-infamous memo documenting the meeting records, Bush 
had already decided on military action, and a start date for the bombing of March 10th "was now pencilled in." 
Given that it was unlikely that the UN would pass a resolution authorizing the invasion absent some compelling 
incident, Bush suggested a way that Iraq could be provoked into aggressive action. 
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According to the memo: "The US was thinking of flying U2 reconnaissance aircraft with fighter cover over Iraq, 
painted in UN colours. If Saddam fired on them, he would be in breach" of existing UN resolutions, thus 
justifying military action. The stunning and documented admission that President Bush had suggested staging a 
false flag event as one option for provoking a war received some press attention at the time but has since largely 
been forgotten. 


After all, they did not need to get Iraq to shoot down a spy plane. The neocons had hit on a different strategy for 
selling the war to the public. 


PRESIDENT BUSH: If the Iraqi regime wishes peace, it will immediately and unconditionally foreswear, 
disclose and remove or destroy all weapons of mass destruction. 


SOURCE: President Bush at United Nations General Assembly 2002 


COLIN POWELL: One of the most worrisome things that emerges from the thick intelligence file we have on 
Iraq’s biological weapons is the existence of mobile production facilities used to make biological agents. 


SOURCE: Colin Powell's Speech at the UN 2003 


CHENEY: He now is trying, through his illicit procurement network, to acquire the equipment he needs to be 
able to enrich uranium to make the bombs— 


RUSSERT: —Aluminum tubes. 
CHENEY: Specifically, aluminum tubes. There was a story in The New York Times this morning . . . 


SOURCE: Cheney on "Meet the Press" September 8, 2002 


RICE: The problem here is that there will always be some uncertainty about how quickly he can acquire nuclear 
weapons. But we don't want the smoking gun to be a mushroom cloud. 


SOURCE: Condoleezza Rice on CNN Late Edition with Wolf Blitzer September 8, 2002 


As these drawings, based on their descriptions, show, we know what the fermenters look like. We know what the 
tanks, pumps, compressors and other parts look like. We know how they fit together. We know how they work. 
And we know a great deal about the platforms on which they are mounted. 


SOURCE: Colin Powell's Speech at the UN 2003 


BUSH: And my message to Saddam Hussein is that, for the sake of peace, for the sake of freedom, you must 
disarm like you said you would do. But my message to you all, and to the country, is this: for the sake of our 
future freedoms, and for the sake of world peace, if the United Nations can't act, and if Saddam Hussein won't 
act, the United States will lead a coalition of nations to disarm Saddam Hussein. 


SOURCE: Remarks by the President at South Dakota Welcome October 31, 2002 


As decades of after-the-fact journalism has exhaustively documented, every aspect of the "Weapons of Mass 
Destruction" story was a transparent and admitted lie. But it was a remarkably successful lie. Six months into the 
Iraq war, a stunning 82% of the American public believed that Saddam Hussein had "provided assistance" to 
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Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda, and 69% believed that Saddam was personally involved in the September 11th 
attacks. 


As the months wore on, however, it became harder to hide the fact that the mythical WMD stashes and mobile 
weapons labs and aluminum tubes that the public had been assured were keys to the "Imminent threat" posed by 
Saddam's regime simply weren't there. Even the corporate press that had worked so hard to sell these lies to the 
public had to start pointing out the obvious: the Bush administration had lied in order to sell an illegal invasion 
of a sovereign country to the American public and to the people of the world. 


The neocons realized that a renewed effort was going to be needed to connect Iraq to the war on terror in order to 
keep the public on board with the war as the invasion of Iraq morphed into the occupation of Iraq. And, as 
always, the Al Qaeda threat would serve the purpose of terrifying the public into rallying once again behind their 
government. The fact that Iraq and Al Qaeda were mortal enemies might have been an insurmountable obstacle 
to anyone concerned with the truth. But these were neocons. Their logic was simple: if the Al Qaeda bogeyman 
didn't exist in Iraq, they would have to create it. So that's exactly what they did. 


Founded in Jordan in 1999, even the official history of the terrorist organization that became known as "Al 
Qaeda in Iraq" acknowledges that the group originally had nothing to do with either Al Qaeda or Iraq. Instead, 
its founder, Ahmed al-Khalaylah, was a Jordanian militant whose terror cell Jama'at al-Tawhid wal-Jihad, or 
"Congregation of Monotheism and Jihad," was dedicated to the overthrow of the Jordanian monarchy. 


Like many of the figures in the Al Qaeda story, the biography of al-Khalaylah is not that of a devout Muslim, let 
alone a dedicated jihadi. A high school dropout, al-Khalaylah was known for drunken brawls and drug dealing 
and was jailed for sexual assualt before going to Afghanistan to join the Mujahideen in 1989, just as the Soviets 
were leaving. From there, the story of this soon-to-be-feared terrorist leader tells us he returned to Jordan "a few 
years later," founded a terror cell known as Jund al-Sham that attracted the attention of the authorities, and was 
sent to prison in 1992 where he "adopted more radical Islamic beliefs." 


After his release from the Jordanian prison in 1999, he immediately became involved in a new plot to bomb the 
Radisson SAS Hotel in Amman and several tourist sites in Jordan just before New Year's Day 2000. The plot 
was foiled, and al-Khalaylah fled through Pakistan to Afghanistan, where, we are told, he met with bin Laden 
and other Al Qaeda leaders, with whose assistance he set up a terrorist training camp for Jordanian militants in 
Herat. 


Joining the resistance to the US invasion after 9/11 and adopting the nom de guerre Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, he 
fled to Iran in January 2002. His whereabouts and activities during 2002 are "difficult to pin down" but "Western 
and Arab intelligence agencies" assured The Washington Post that, despite being a known terror operative and 
wanted by numerous governments, Zarqawi, like many other Al Qaeda figures, "moved frequently and with 
relative ease among Iran, Syria, Lebanon and Iraq, expanding his network." 


Then, in 2003, still a relative unknown even within the world of militant jihad, Zarqawi turned up in Baghdad, 
where he was catapulted to international infamy not by his actions, nor by the promotion of Osama bin Laden or 
other jihadis, but by the US government. 


POWELL: But what I want to bring to your attention today is the potentially much more sinister nexus between 
Iraq and the al-Qaida terrorist network, a nexus that combines classic terrorist organizations and modern 
methods of murder. Iraq today harbors a deadly terrorist network headed by Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, an associate 
and collaborator of Usama bin Laden and his al-Qaida lieutenants. 


SOURCE: Remarks to the United Nations Security Council 
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The remarks, delivered during Colin Powell's infamous speech justifying the forthcoming invasion of Iraq to the 
UN Security Council in February of 2003, were—like most of the specific accusations in the address— 
demonstrably false. Zarqawi was a relative nobody in Iraq at the time; the CIA later admitted there was no 
evidence that Hussein had been "harboring" him; and his group was not, in fact, affiliated with Al Qaeda when 
Powell made his speech. 


Nevertheless, these falsehoods started to become true after the spotlight of attention was showered on Zarqawi 
by the US State Department. 


Attacks attributed to or claimed by Zarqawi were relatively few, but received inordinate amounts of attention 
from the international press. These attacks were often designed to inflame Shia/Sunni hatred, thus turning 
resistance to the occupation into a full-on sectarian conflict that tore the country to its roots. 


And in 2004, Zarqawi—who, we are told, calculated that attaching the Al Qaeda brand name to his group would 
give it more caché in the jihadi world—pledged his allegiance to Osama bin Laden and received the Al Qaeda 
title "Emir of Al Qaeda in the Country of Two Rivers." The specter of Al Qaeda in Iraq—just another cynical 
and calculated lie when used by Powell to justify the Iraq invasion—had become a reality. 


What resulted from this US government-promoted character was a career so remarkable that it could only be 
believed in a Hollywood action movie... or a history of Al Qaeda. 


In 2004, after being allegedly caught and freed by Iraqi security forces in the Fallujah area because "they didn't 
realize who he was," Zarqawi was then reportedly killed in an American bombing raid in northern Iraq in March 
before pledging his allegiance to Osama and officially joining Al Qaeda in October. 


In 2005, Zarqawi was, according to various sources: arrested in Baakuba in January; left "seriously injured, 
possibly dead" after a US-led offensive in May; evacuated to a neighbouring country "with the help of doctors 
from the Arab Peninsula and the Sudan"; killed in fighting in Ramadi in June and buried in Fallujah; and killed 
again in a terrorist bombing in Mosul in November. 


This remarkable career finally came to an end when, we were told, Zarqawi had been killed yet again (and 
presumably for good) in June of 2006. 


MILITARY BRIEFER: The lead aircraft is going to engage it here momentarily with a 500-pound bomb on the 
target. 


ROSS CAMERON: Two bombs dropped by an American F-16 strike home. A house outside Baqubah, north of 
Baghdad, is flattened. Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the leader of Al Qaeda in Iraq and one of the world's most wanted 


men, has been eliminated. 


Iraqi police, who've lost hundreds of comrades in attacks blamed on Zarqawi, are celebrating. The White House 
is relieved. 


BUSH: Now Zarqawi has met his end and this violent man will never murder again. 


SOURCE: Al-Qaeda's Iragi leader al-Zargawi has been killed 


But not everyone believed that this final account of Zarqawi's death was the true one. Rather than simply 
mistakes in reporting, other members of the Iraqi resistance insisted that Zarqawi had in fact been killed early on 
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in the US invasion and that his name was simply being used to create an excuse for the continued American 
occupation of the country. 


Sheikh Jawad Al-Khalessi, a noted Shiite imam in Baghdad, was quoted in Le Monde as saying: 


I don't think Abu Musab al-Zarqawi exists. He died in Northern Iraq at the beginning of the war (his family even 
conducted a funeral ceremony in Jordan). Since then, his name has been nothing but a toy, an excuse used by 
Americans to stay in Iraq. 


Al-Khalessi was not the only one with his doubts about Zarqawi's true nature. The Project on Defense 
Alternatives of the Commonwealth Institute in Massachusetts released a report in 2004 excoriating the US 
government for its propaganda attempting to portray Zarqawi as a terrorist leader in Iraq: 


The evidence offered to support the administration's assessment of Zarqawi as a driver of the Iraqi insurgency 
and top lieutenant of bin Laden is reminiscent, in form and substance, of the spurious evidence regarding Iraq 
weapons of mass destruction. Indeed, some of the sources may be the same. 


Similarly, The Financial Times, The Telegraph, Knight Ridder Newspapers, The Los Angeles Times and 
Newsweek all published stories in 2004 calling various aspects of the Zarqawi myth into question. 


A report in The Telegraph in 2006 called him "a figurehead around whom dissident groups in Iraq were rallying, 
rather than an elusive fighter directing military operations," noting that "the more the Americans blamed al- 
Zarqawi for terrorist atrocities, the greater his credibility on the Arab street," and quoting an "unnamed Sunni 
insurgent leader" as calling Zarqawi "an American, Israeli and Iranian agent who is trying to keep our country 
unstable so that the Sunnis will keep facing occupation." 


According to The Atlantic, even Osama bin Laden himself "suspected that the group of Jordanian prisoners with 
whom al-Zarqawi had been granted amnesty [in 1998] had been infiltrated by Jordanian intelligence." 


And then, right before he was reported dead for the last time, skeptics of the Zarqawi narrative were proven right 
in a remarkable fashion. On April 9, 2006, The Washington Post published proof in the form of internal military 
documents that the US government had played up the myth of Zarqawi and Al Qaeda in Iraq as part of a 
psychological operations campaign: 


The US military is conducting a propaganda campaign to magnify the role of the leader of Al Qaeda in Iraq, 
according to internal military documents and officers familiar with the program. [. . .] For the past two years, US 
military leaders have been using Iraqi media and other outlets in Baghdad to publicize Zarqawi's role in the 
insurgency. The documents explicitly list the 'U.S. Home Audience’ as one of the targets of a broader 
propaganda campaign. 


In case there was any doubt that the propaganda campaign was targeted at Americans, the program included the 
Pentagon "selectively leaking" a letter to a US reporter purported to be written by Zarqawi and boasting of his 
role in the wave of suicide attacks terrorizing Iraq. The letter was dutifully covered by The New York Times 
even though there were serious questions about whether it was real at all. 


The Washington Post exposé quotes an internal briefing document produced by US military headquarters in Iraq 
revealing that US military chief spokesman Brig. Gen. Mark Kimmitt boasted that "[t]he Zarqawi PSYOP 
program is the most successful information campaign to date." 
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And then, two months after these explosive revelations, Zarqawi was reported dead for the last time, a character 
written out of the script once his value as a propaganda construct was exhausted. 


With Zarqawi out of the picture, something else would would be required to keep the American public, and the 
people of the world, invested in the War on Terror. The main villain in the battle would have to return. 
Thankfully for the US government, Osama bin Laden was only too happy to oblige. 


From the time of his miraculous "escape" from Tora Bora on, the outside world only knew Osama bin Laden 
from his occasional video releases. 


The most infamous of these productions was a video released to the public by the US Defense Department on 
December 13, 2001. Supposedly "obtained in Afghanistan during the search of a private home in Jalalabad" after 
anti-Taliban forces moved in to the city, the tape, we are told, "bore a label indicating it was made on November 
9" and "shows bin Laden sitting on the floor in a bare room in a house in Kandahar" with "several other men, 
including two aides and an unidentified cleric, or Sheikh." Most importantly, it contains—according to the 
Pentagon-provided subtitles that were added to the video before its distribution to the press—bin Laden's 
confession to planning the 9/11 attacks. 


"We had notification since the previous Thursday that the event would take place that day," the US government 
translation has bin Laden saying. "We calculated in advance the number of casualties from the enemy who 
would be killed based on the position of the tower." 


The press release provided by the Pentagon noted that, due to the poor quality of the tape, they were not able to 
produce a verbatim transcript, but that their translation "does convey the messages and information flow" of the 
conversation, an answer that was apparently good enough for the White House press corps. 


REPORTER: Ari, on the bin Laden video that the government released last week, can you offer assurances that 
the omissions in the government-supplied translation were not deliberate? 


ARI FLEISCHER: Mark, I think Secretary Rumsfeld addressed that very eloquently earlier today, when he 
said, number one, this tape doesn't change anything—or, this translation doesn't change anything about the facts 
in the case. The Department of Defense translators worked very diligently on a very short timetable to put 
together a faithful translation and that's what they did. And if you note on the cover note of what the Department 
of Defense put out, they wrote "due to the quality of the original tape, it is not a verbatim transcript of every 
word spoken during the meeting; but does convey the messages and information flow." 


So I think what you saw was the very best effort possible and, as the Secretary said about the translation of 
Arabic, it's not a precise art that is agreed to by every translator. 


SOURCE: White House Daily Press Briefing — December 13, 2001 


But this answer was not sufficient for the foreign press. The following week, German TV channel Das Erste 
broadcast an edition of their investigate program, "Monitor," in which they hired their own independent 
translators to check the Pentagon's transcript of the tape. The report calls the Pentagon translation "very 
problematic," noting that "at the most important places where it is held to prove the guilt of bin Laden, it is not 
identical with the Arabic." 


Translator Dr. Murad Alami, for instance, found that in the sentence "We calculated in advance the number of 
casualties from the enemy," the words "in advance" had simply been inserted by the US government translators. 
Those words did not appear on the tape. Similarly, the word "previous" in "We had notification since the 
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previous Thursday," was never said, and the subsequent statement that an event would take place on that day 
cannot be heard in the original Arabic version. 


The Monitor report concludes that the Pentagon translation of Osama bin Laden's supposed confession tape— 
deliberately adding words in key passages to make it sound like a confession—was not only inaccurate but 
actually manipulative. As Gernot Rotter, a professor of Islamic and Arabic Studies at the Asia-Africa Institute at 
the University of Hamburg, states in the report: "The American translators who listened to the tapes and 
transcribed them apparently wrote a lot of things in that they wanted to hear but that cannot be heard on the tape 
no matter how many times you listen to it." 


The startling revelation that the Osama bin Laden confession tape was not a confession tape at all—aired on 
Germany's premiere public broadcaster and widely discussed in the German press—was never reported in the 
US. 


That video was followed in short order by a 30-minute video of a visibly gaunt and graying Osama bin Laden 
delivering what appears to be a last message to the Arab world. Released on December 27, 2001, and 
presumably recorded during the fight at Tora Bora, bin Laden comments on his own mortality: "God willing, 
America's end is near. And it doesn't depend on my continued existence. Whether Osama is killed or not, the 
awakening has begun." In the 30-minute video, bin Laden does not move his left arm at all and appears visibly 
weak. 


Interested at that moment in turning the public's attention away from Osama bin Laden and toward the next front 
in the War on Terror, Iraq, the Bush administration dismissed the video as "sick propaganda possibly designed to 
mask the fact the Al Qaeda leader was already dead." 


"He could have made the video and then ordered that it be released in the event of his death," The Telegraph 
quoted one White House aide as saying. "The guy is trying to show he's untouched by the US bombing but he 
looks under pressure to me." 


Recorded months after his reported journey to Rawalpindi for kidney dialysis, this video would not be the first or 
the last time that Osama bin Laden would be reported as dead or dying. Like Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, bin Laden 
was also reported dead on several occasions in the ensuing years, including: 


e on December 26, 2001, when it was reported that Osama bin Laden had died from a serious lung 
complication in Tora Bora; 

e on January 18, 2002, when Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf told CNN: "I think now, frankly, he is 
dead for the reason he isa... kidney patient"; 

e in September 2006, when French intelligence leaked _a report suggesting bin Laden had died of typhoid 
fever in Pakistan; 

e and in March 2009, when former US foreign intelligence officer Angelo Codevilla stated: “All the 
evidence suggests Elvis Presley is more alive today than Osama bin Laden.” 


But, also like Zarqawi, none of these reported deaths stopped the Osama bin Laden character from reappearing 
on the TV screens of a traumatized public to remind them of the importance of the ongoing war on terror. 


What followed in the ensuing years was a series of video and audio releases of questionable provenance, often 
reported in carefully worded turns of phrase that gave the press plausible deniability as to whether or not the 
recordings really were of Osama bin Laden. A message aired on Al Jazeera in February 2003, for instance, was 
reported by the BBC as "a poor quality audio recording in which a man's voice, identified as bin Laden's, is 
heard calling for suicide attacks against Americans and resistance to any attack on Iraq." 
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The recordings were often mundane. An April 2006 audio message of a speaker "believed to be Osama bin 
Laden" called on Muslims to "prepare for a long war" in Sudan. A January 2010 audio message warned of the 
dangers of climate change. "Talk about climate change is not an ideological luxury but a reality," the speaker, 
purportedly bin Laden, told his fellow jihadis. 


Other recordings appeared at opportune times for the planners of the war on terror, catapulting the terror threat 
back into the public consciousness just when questions about that narrative were beginning to emerge. 


The 2004 US presidential election contest between George Bush and John Kerry, for instance, featured an 
unusual "October surprise": a new Osama bin Laden videotape in which the terror mastermind appears to claim 
responsibility for 9/11 and to warn the American public of future strikes. 


ANNOUNCER: This is the CBS Evening News with Dan Rather reporting from CBS News Headquarters in 
New York. 


DAN RATHER: Good evening. With just four days left in the presidential campaign, Osama bin Laden 
suddenly dropped himself right in the middle of it with a videotaped message to the people of the United States. 
The fugitive Al Qaeda leader admits for the first time that he indeed ordered the September 11th attack on 
America, he lays out his reasons for it and he threatens another attack. 


This tape tends to confirm that bin Laden is alive and well safely somewhere. President Bush responded by 
saying the United States will not be intimidated. Senator Kerry said the country is united in its determination to 
hunt bin Laden down. 


SOURCE: CBS Evening News - October 29, 2004 


And then again, in September 2007, just days before General David Petraeus was set to deliver his report to 
Congress on the controversial "surge" in Iraq and just days before the sixth anniversary of 9/11, there was Osama 
bin Laden to remind the public of the ever-present terror threat. 


CHARLES GIBSON: Just days before the sixth anniversary of 9/11, the man responsible for the death and 
horror that day is coming out of the shadows with a new videotape and more invective aimed at the United 
States. He lectures Americans on everything from religion to politics to taxes. No overt threats, but authorities 
are looking at whether the tape contains any signal to indicate a future attack. 


SOURCE: ABC World News Tonight With Charles Gibson In Kansas City, MO, September 7, 2007 


Capitalizing on the conveniently timed video release, President Bush was quick to cite it as evidence that Al 
Qaeda was connected to the war in Iraq and that the increasingly unpopular war—now generally understood to 
have been an illegal invasion waged on false pretenses—was in fact an essential part of the war on terror. 


BUSH: I found it interesting that on the tape, Iraq was mentioned, which is a reminder that Iraq is a part of this 
war against extremists. 


SOURCE: Remarks Following a Meeting With Prime Minister Shinzo Abe of Japan in Sydney, Australia 


But buried beneath the attention-grabbing headlines and substance-less soundbites with which the media covered 
this release, troubling questions began to arise about the nature of the video. The aging, weary, gaunt, graying 
and partially paralyzed Osama bin Laden of 2001 was gone, replaced by a visibly younger and healthier man, 
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despite having numerous health problems and despite having presumably spent the better part of a decade on the 
run as the world's most wanted man. 


Sporting jet black hair and what many media commentators pointed out looked like a fake beard, the figure on 
the screen seems to be moving in an unrealistic way. Bizarrely, the video freezes at the 1-minute-and-58-second 
mark while the audio continues. The image remains frozen for most of the video message, only resuming briefly 
around the 12-minute mark. What's more, all of the references to current events—those parts referenced in 
passing on the evening news as "proving that Osama is still alive"—take place during the times when the video 
is frozen. 


In fact, the video proved so unusual that media commentators had to go out of their way to assure their viewers 
that it was indeed real. 


GIBSON: Our chief investigative correspondent, Brian Ross, joins me again tonight from New York. Brian? 


BRIAN ROSS: Charlie, US authorities say tonight there is no doubt the tape is authentic. It is bin Laden, black 
beard and all. 


SOURCE: ABC World News Tonight With Charles Gibson In Kansas City, MO, September 7, 2007 


Perhaps the strangest part of the video, however, was the manner in which it was released to the public. The 
video, it turns out, was not released by Al Qaeda, but by the US government. 


The month after the video's release it was reported that the video had originally been "intercepted" by SITE 
Intelligence Group, described as "one of several small, commercial intelligence firms that specialize in 
intercepting al-Qaeda's internet communications, often by clandestine means." According to The Washington 
Post: 


SITE founder Rita Katz told The Post that her company covertly obtained an early copy of a bin Laden video 
message in early September, then shared the video with senior administration officials on Sept. 7 on the 
condition that it not be distributed or made public before its official release. Soon afterward, the video was 
downloaded by dozens of computers registered to government agencies. Within hours, SITE's copy of the video 
was leaked to television news networks and broadcast worldwide. 


It was not explained how SITE had "obtained an early copy" of an Osama bin Laden video, but it was far from 
the only time that mysteriously well-connected internet researchers had unexplained exclusive access to Al 
Qaeda video productions. Researchers and companies who supposedly scooped the intelligence agencies by 
"discovering" and publishing Al Qaeda messages (sometimes even ahead of Al Qaeda itself) included: 


e SITE, or the "Search for International Terrorist Entities," whose promotional materials touted the 
company's "one-of-a-kind access" to "messages, videos, and advance warnings of suicide bombings" 
from "the most hard-to-reach corners of violent online extremist communities," whose clientele included 
leading media outlets and even government agencies, and whose founder, Rita Katz, was born in Iraq to a 
wealthy Jewish businessman father who was convicted of spying for Israel in 1969 in a military tribunal 
and executed in a public hanging (which, we are told, Katz did not think had much bearing on her work) 
and who, despite not having any intelligence connections herself, found a job allowing her to search for 
terrorists online shortly after moving to New York in the 1990s; 

e "Laura Mansfield," a pseudonymous South Carolina housewife who—despite being a self-described 
"mom sitting here in her dining room typing away on my computer"—is fluent in Arabic, who likes to 
"monitor" jihadi message boards and chat rooms, and who—with no special training or connections to 
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the world of terror or espionage—was consistently able to find and publicize Al Qaeda videos before 
anyone else, including: a '"2007" video of Osama bin Laden that, it was quickly discovered, was actually 
a five-year-old video that had already been previously released but reported as "new" by the credulous 
mainstream press; and multiple releases featuring "Azzam the American," a.k.a. Adam Pearlman, the 
Jewish Californian whose grandfather was a board member of the Anti-Defamation League and who, we_ 
are told, converted to Islam with a single internet post and was quickly recruited by Al Qaeda to serve as 
"translator, video producer, and cultural interpreter" for their media committee; 


ADAM GADAHN: All you who believe, fight the unbelievers who are closest in proximity to you and let them 
find harshness in you. And know that Allah is with those who fear him. 


SOURCE: Al Qaeda: Hoax 


e and IntelCenter, a company described as "a private contractor working for intelligence agencies" and 
headed by Ben Venzke—the former Director of Intelligence Special Projects at iDefense, where he 
worked alongside people like Jim Melnick, a psychological operations specialist who served sixteen 
years in the US Army and the Defense Intelligence Agency—that similarly supplied the US government 
and media with Al Qaeda videos released by As-Sahab, the terror group's media production arm, and 
somehow exclusively obtained by this private contractor in Virginia. 


The public had good reason to question the reality of these suspiciously timed and mysteriously sourced audio 
and video recordings. 


In 1999, William Arkin wrote a piece for The Washington Post called "When Seeing and Hearing Isn't 
Believing" in which he reported on the digital morphing technologies that were then being worked on by 
research teams at Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico and elsewhere. He reported on one 
demonstration of this technology—a fake recording of Gen. Carl W. Steiner, former Commander-in-Chief, US 
Special Operations Command, announcing "Gentlemen! We have called you together to inform you that we are 
going to overthrow the United States government." The fake audio was so impressive that General Steiner asked 
for a copy. Another demonstration involved Colin Powell announcing that he was being well treated by his 
captors. 


"Digital morphing — voice, video, and photo — has come of age, available for use in psychological operations. 
PSYOPS, as the military calls it, seek to exploit human vulnerabilities in enemy governments, militaries and 
populations to pursue national and battlefield objectives. [. . .] Being able to manufacture convincing audio or 
video, they say, might be the difference in a successful military operation or coup." 


The technology continued to feature in PSYOPS planning as the war of terror dragged on. In 2003, the CIA Iraq 
Operations Group came up with a "wacky idea" for discrediting Saddam Hussein in the eyes of his people: to 
create a video purporting to show the Iraqi dictator having sex with a teenage boy. Amazingly, Stein also 
confirmed that the CIA did make a fake video of Osama bin Laden: 


The agency actually did make a video purporting to show Osama bin Laden and his cronies sitting around a 
campfire swigging bottles of liquor and savoring their conquests with boys, one of the former CIA officers 
recalled, chuckling at the memory. 


But as successful as these information operations and Al Qaeda media releases were in keeping the terror threat 
in the minds of the public, the neocons directing this war of terror were going to need much more than that to 
meet their objectives. The war on terror, launched in Afghanistan and waged in Iraq, was never meant to end 

| there.- 
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BUSH: The other strain of radicalism in the Middle East is Shi'a extremism, supported and embodied by the 
regime that sits in Tehran. Iran has long been a source of trouble in the region. It is the world's leading state 
sponsor of terrorism. 


[ean 
Iran's actions threaten the security of nations everywhere. And that is why the United States is rallying friends 
and allies around the world to isolate the regime, to impose economic sanctions. We will confront this danger, 


before it is too late. 


SOURCE: Remarks at the American Legion National Convention in Reno, Nevada 


But getting the public—already weary of the years-long struggle in Afghanistan and increasingly disillusioned 
with the debacle in Irag—on board with the invasion of yet another country was going to be difficult unless 
another spectacular terror event came along to justify opening up yet another front in the war on terror. And, if 
the terror bogeyman was not willing to provide such a justification, the neocons were once again ready and 
willing to create it. 


FAIZ SHAKIR: What you're writing there is that Cheney—there was a meeting in the White House where 
Cheney presided over looking to cook up the next war, a false war based on false intelligence! 


eel 


SEYMOUR HERSH: There was a dozen ideas proffered about how to trigger a war. The one that interested me 
the most was why don't we build - we in our shipyard - build four or five boats that look like Iranian PT boats. 
Put Navy SEALs on them with a lot of arms. And next time one of our boats goes to the Straits of Hormuz, start 
a shoot-up. Might cost some lives and it was rejected, because you can't have Americans killing Americans. But 
that that's the level of stuff we were talking about. Provocation. 


SOURCE: Cheney Plans to Blow Up Americans 


Seymour Hersh was not the only one warning about the possibility of the Bush White House staging a terror 
event in the waning days of its administration to trigger a bold new escalation with Iran. Even Zbigniew 
Brzezinski—whose involvement in Operation Cyclone started the American involvement in Afghanistan that led 
to the creation of Al Qaeda in the first place—warned the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 2007 that a 
military provocation or terrorist act whose origin "would be very difficult to trace" could be staged and blamed 
on Tehran in order to justify US military action on Iran. 


BRZEZINSKI: A plausible scenario for a military collision with Iran involves Iraqi failure to meet the 
benchmarks followed by accusations of the Iranian responsibility for the failure, then by some provocation in 
Iraq or a terrorist act in the United States blamed on Iran, culminating in a "defensive" US military action against 
Iran that plunges a lonely America into a spreading and deepening quagmire eventually ranging across Iraq, Iran, 
Afghanistan and Pakistan. 


SOURCE: Zbigniew Brzezinski: Transcript of Testimony to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 


But the neocons—suffering from plummeting approval ratings, mounting domestic difficulties and the 
ramifications of a global financial crisis—no longer had the political capital to stage terror events and garner 
public approval for their agenda. By 2008, after seven long years in the grip of the existential threat that they 
were told was the basis for a generation-defining, civilizational struggle with no end in sight, the American 
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public was getting tired. They didn't want the neocons and their endless war on terror. They were hoping for 
change. 


Luckily for them, that's precisely what the 2008 US presidential election seemed to offer. 


The public was ready for change. In fact, the idea of a shift from the bellicose, belligerent, aggressive foreign 
policy and the war on terror rhetoric of the neocons to the promised hope and change of the Obama 
administration was so enticing that not only did Obama win the 2008 election, he also won over the world at 
large. So excited were people for the prospect of peace that the Nobel Peace Prize committee decided to bestow 
their 2009 prize on Obama before he had taken a single substantive action in office. 


THORBJORN JAGLUND: Good morning. Den Norske Nobelkomite har bestemt at Nobels fredspris for 2009 
skal tildeles president Barack Obama for hans ekstraordinzre innsats for 4 styrke internasjonalt diplomati og 
mellomfolkelig samarbeid. 


SOURCE: 2009 Nobel Peace Prize Announcement 


Those not swept up in the hope and change delirium were quick to point out that the committee had made a 
mistake in handing a peace prize to a president still actively involved in military engagements. What not even his 
most cynical critics seemed prepared for, however, was the idea that Obama would not only continue the Bush 
administration's war on terror but that he would greatly expand it. From the two-front war in Afghanistan and 
Iraq under Bush, Obama would ultimately lead the war of terror into seven countries. 


One of Obama's first moves in office was to oversee a dramatic escalation in Afghanistan, a "troop surge" that 
was meant to resolve the security issues in the country but actually exacerbated them, finally leading to the 
dramatic downfall of the US-backed regime and the reinstallation of the Taliban in 2021. And, as we shall see, 
despite promising a swift resolution to the war in Iraq, not only was the handover of authority to the Iraqi 
government delayed as long as legally possible but the US was ultimately drawn in again as the terror group that 
they fostered led to a battle against the Islamic State. 


But the newly revitalized war on terror—now given new cover by a smiling, peace-prizing-winning, softer- 
spoken Commander-in-Chief—did not end there. 


Obama oversaw the expansion of Bush's drone war into Pakistan: 


ANCHOR: US President Barack Obama, meanwhile, has admitted for the first time that drones are regularly 
striking Taliban and Al Qaeda targets in Pakistan's tribal areas. 


SOURCE: Obama defends illegal drone attacks 


OBAMA: I want to make sure that people understand actually drones have not caused a huge number of civilian 
casualties. For the most part, they have been very precise, precision strikes against Al Qaeda and their affiliates. 


SOURCE: Your Interview with the President - 2012 


He led the "kinetic military action" in Libya against previous war on terror ally Moammar Gaddafi: 


OBAMA: Good afternoon, everybody. Today I authorized the Armed Forces of the United States to begin a 
limited military action in Libya in support of an international effort to protect Libyan civilians. That action has 
now begun. 
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He began the decade-long attempt to overthrow previous war on terror ally Bashar al-Assad in Syria: 


OBAMA: My policy from the beginning has been that President Assad had lost credibility, that he attacked his 
own people, has killed his own people, unleashed a military against innocent civilians, and that the only way to 
bring stability and peace to Syria is going to be for Assad to step down and to move forward on a political 
transition. 


SOURCE: Obama: Assad Must Step Down for Syrian Peace 


He waged war in Yemen along with the Saudi government, who had supported and fostered terror groups in the 
region for years: 


AMY GOODMAN: Documents obtained by Reuters show the US government is concerned it could be 
implicated in potential war crimes in Yemen because of its support for a Saudi-led coalition air campaign. The 
Obama administration has continued to authorize weapons sales to Saudi Arabia despite warnings last year from 
government lawyers that it might be considered a co-belligerent under international law. 


SOURCE: U.S.-Backed Saudi Forces Bomb Yemeni Funeral 


And he extended the "Authorization for Use of Military Force"—the legislation passed in the wake of 9/11 
authorizing the president to "use all necessary and appropriate force" against those nations, organizations or 
persons he determines "planned, authorized, committed or aided" that attack—to include Al-Shabaab in Somalia. 


JOHN KERRY: The United States, obviously, has been engaged in helping Somalia fight back against tribal 
terror and the challenges to the cohesion of the state of Somalia. And the President and his allies have really 
done an amazing job of fighting back and building a state structure. 


SOURCE: Secretary Kerry Delivers Remarks With Somali President Mohamud 


But although these escalations appeared to be a mere continuation of the War on Terror that was sold to the 
public in the wake of 9/11, they were not. In fact, it quickly became apparent that a remarkable transition had 
begun to occur. Al Qaeda, the ultimate face of evil and the undisputed enemy in the grand terror war narrative, 
were now the "good guys"—or at least serviceable allies—in the fight against the next target in the war of terror. 


This unbelievable turnaround had in fact begun during the Bush administration, when the neocons had started to 
set their sites on Iran. Being predominately Shiite, Iran is in fact the enemy of the radical Wahabbis and Salafist 
Muslims that populate the ranks of Al Qaeda and other Sunni terror groups. In targeting Iran, the US—like the 
British Empire before them—found it convenient to switch allegiances, arming, funding and promoting the very 
radicals they had just been at war with in order to defeat their enemy of the moment. 


As Seymour Hersh reported in 2007: 


In the past few months, as the situation in Iraq has deteriorated, the Bush Administration, in both its public 
diplomacy and its covert operations, has significantly shifted its Middle East strategy. The “redirection,” as some 
inside the White House have called the new strategy, has brought the United States closer to an open 
confrontation with Iran and, in parts of the region, propelled it into a widening sectarian conflict between Shiite 
and Sunni Muslims. 
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To undermine Iran, which is predominantly Shiite, the Bush Administration has decided, in effect, to reconfigure 
its priorities in the Middle East. [. . .| A byproduct of these activities has been the bolstering of Sunni extremist 
groups that espouse a militant vision of Islam and are hostile to America and sympathetic to Al Qaeda. 


As Hersh detailed in his articles on "The Redirection" and "Preparing the Battlefield," and as other mainstream 
sources eventually corroborated, this "shift in Middle East strategy" by the Bush administration included: 


e supporting Fatah al-Islam—a militant Islamic fighting force led by a "former associate of Abu Musab al- 
Zarqawi" dedicated to "spreading the ideology of Al Qaeda"—in their struggle against Iranian ally (and 
Israeli enemy) Hezbollah; 

e providing covert funds to the Mujahedin-e-Khalq, a strange cult-of-personality that, as a violent group of 
radicals that participated in bombings inside Iran and even aided Mossad in assassinating Iranian 
scientists, was not merely lauded by the US but openly promoted at gala events by neocons and their 
fellow-travellers; 

e secretly backing "opposition groups" in Syria, one of Iran's most important regional allies; 


e and "supplying money and weapons" to Jundullah, a group with "close ties to Al Qaeda" (including 
reportedly being at one time headed by alleged "9/11 mastermind" Khalid Sheikh Mohammed) that 


"conducted raids into Iran from bases in Pakistan" with covert CIA assistance. 


That these operations would have started under Bush and the neocons came as little surprise to those who knew 
anything about the real nature of the so-called war on terror. That they would be continued and even expanded 
under Obama, the Ambassador of Hope and Change, was more surprising to those who did not yet grasp the true 
scale and scope of this war. 


No, the substance of the Bush redirection did not change under Obama, only the tone and flavour of that policy 
changed. Obama did not win multiple advertising awards for his 2008 Hope and Change election campaign for 
nothing. As a shrewd salesman of an unpopular agenda, he knew that to get the public on board with such a 
radical shift in objectives, he was going to need an equally radical event to take place to tie a bow on the Osama 
bin Laden narrative and redirect the public's attention. 


And, on May 2, 2011, that event occurred. 


OBAMA: Good evening. Tonight, I can report to the American people and to the world that the United States 
has conducted an operation that killed Osama bin Laden, the leader of Al Qaeda, and a terrorist who's 
responsible for the murder of thousands of innocent men, women, and children. 


SOURCE: Osama bin Laden Dead 


Codenamed Operation Neptune Spear, the mission to kill bin Laden involved a daring team of Navy SEALs 
flying two stealth-modified Black Hawk helicopters from the Jalalabad military base in Afghanistan through 
Pakistani air space straight to Abbottabad—the affluent military town where the world's most wanted man had 
evidently been living for years, evading the most comprehensive dragnet in history. Crash landing one of the 
choppers in the compound courtyard, a massive firefight broke out. The SEALs, clearing weapons stashes and 
barricades while fending off bin Laden's henchmen, made their way to the third-floor bedroom where the 
dastardly villain used one of his wives as a human shield. Shooting her in the leg to get her out of the way, the 
SEALs then managed to land two shots on their target, one hitting bin Laden in the head and the other in the 
chest—yjust as the terror kingpin was reaching for the gun he kept at the ready by his headboard. 


Making good their escape, the Navy SEAL heroes blew up their damaged helicopter while a standby chopper 
that had been prepared for the mission in case of an emergency flew in and whisked the remaining task force 
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members out with bin Laden's body in tow. Returning to Bagram Air Base, bin Laden's body was immediately 
flown out to the USS Carl Vinson, where it was buried at sea in accordance with Islamic tradition. 


And just like that, it was done. Public Enemy number one, the face of the war on terror, was dead; slain by the 
valiant Navy SEALs in a daring operation that was broadcast in real time to the White House Situation Room, 
where the Commander-in-Chief of the War of Terror, Barack Obama, and his iron-willed cabinet of terror 
watriors watched with steely determination. 


Indeed, this was not the stuff of history books, no dry, dusty tale of some minor police action or military 
operation. It may not have been the grand showdown in the cave fortress that the public had been prepared for, 
but—befitting the comic book supervillain of the war on terror narrative—this was the stuff of Hollywood 
blockbusters. 

DEVGRU OPERATOR: Geronimo. For God and country. Geronimo. 

SOURCE: Zero Dark Thirty (2012) 

Yes, this was the stuff of Hollywood blockbusters. But, like a Hollywood blockbuster, the story of the raid was 
itself fiction. In fact, in the face of mild questioning by the generally deferential press, every single aspect of the 
confusing and often contradictory story that was told to the public in those euphoric hours after Obama's 
momentous announcement was proven to be a lie. 

There had been no firefight. 


Osama was not armed. 


He did not use his wife as a human shield. 


Burial at sea was not part of Islamic tradition. In fact, it was directly opposed to that tradition. 
Even the famous picture from the Situation Room was a lie; there had been no live video feed of the raid. 


But it wasn't just the details of the raid itself that had been a fabrication; the entire story of the decade-long 
manhunt for Osama, dramatized in Oscar-winning movies like Zero Dark Thirty and recounted in countless 
reports, books and tell-alls, proved to be similarly fraudulent. 


In fact, the story began to fall apart from the very moment it was told to the public. But while most of the press 
remained content to pick at the corners of the story, leaving the substance of the narrative intact, others dug 
deeper, looking for answers amid the confusing confluence of lies, obfuscations, cover-ups and contradictions 
that surrounded the raid. 


In a lengthy article for The London Review of Books in 2015 that—sourcing to unnamed, retired officials with no 
direct knowledge of the events recounted—was about as solidly sourced as the official account, Seymour Hersh 
alleged that, while bin Laden had indeed been killed in Abbottabad, he had in fact been living at the compound 
as a prisoner of the ISI for years and that every part of the official narrative of the raid—from the story of the "Al 
Qaeda courier" by which the CIA allegedly discovered the compound to the phony vaccination drive to collect 
bin Laden's DNA to the burial at sea—was in fact an element of an elaborate (and seemingly unnecessary) cover 
story to obscure that fact. 
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In a piece for The Independent the year after the raid, Patrick Cockburn pointed out the inherent contradiction 
between early reports that the raid had uncovered a "treasure trove" of intelligence that "portrayed bin Laden as a 
spider at the centre of a conspiratorial web" and later admissions that he had had almost no contact with the 
outside world and was increasingly delusional about his organization and its capabilities. 


Others simply pointed out that, given this was at least the ninth occassion in which journalists, politicians, 
intelligence officials or others had pronounced Osama bin Laden dead, it was not to be believed without 
evidence. 


But that evidence was not forthcoming. Instead, the government went to extraordinary lengths to cover it up. All 
the files from the raid—including "copies of the death certificate and autopsy report for bin Laden as well as the 
results of tests to identify the body"—were deleted from the Pentagon's computers and transferred to the CIA, 
where they could be more carefully guarded from Freedom of Information Act requests. 


Pictures and video of the raid, including pictures of Osama bin Laden's dead body that—the public were told— 
may be released, were instead sealed away forever. 


At the time, all that was released were a few short videos of a man purported to be Osama bin Laden that—it 
was claimed—had been taken from the compound (although it was never explained why bin Laden would have 
poorly shot video of his back to the camera, watching himself on TV) and some salacious details about the 
records allegedly seized from the compound's computers—like the devout Muslim jihadi's predilection for porn 
—that seemed reminiscent of the CIA's previous "wacky ideas" for faking videos about Hussein and bin Laden. 


But CIA director Leon Panetta did leak classified details of the raid at a 2011 award ceremony attended by Mark 
Boal, the screenwriter who would go on to write and produce Zero Dark Thirty, the Hollywood dramatization of 
the manhunt for Osama that portrayed the official version of the raid on the silver screen and even falsely 
implied that the CIA's illegal torture program had been essential in helping to track down the terror kingpin. 


The full truth of what happened in Abbottabad, now obscured by lies, misinformation, selective "leaks," self- 
serving tell-alls and still-classified data will likely never see the light of day. But to the directors of the War of 
Terror, that is beside the point. Osama bin Laden had served his purpose as the villain in the terror war story. 
And, having served that purpose, he was being written out of the script. 


In the end, that was all Osama bin Laden had ever been: a character in the terror war drama. One so good that, if 
he didn't exist, they would have had to invent him. 


RATHER: Well, it's pretty obvious the judgment is coalescing around the president that it was Osama bin 
Laden. 


MILT BEARDEN: I know we live in a country where we're often told that the first thing that comes to your 
mind, put it down. Put the little mark in there. 


I feel slightly uncomfortable because I spent so many years wondering how the myth of Osama bin Laden got 
started. We have the Osama bin Laden who was the great war hero in Afghanistan. We have Osama bin Laden 
who was trained by CIA, funded and supported by CIA during three years of war. 


I was there at the same time bin Laden was there. He was not the great warrior that went in and fought the Soviet 
Union to a standstill. The CIA had nothing to do with him. 
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I think that that mythological Osama bin Laden—never mind that he's an absolutely evil man—but the 
mythological Osama bin Laden causes me trouble, and I think maybe there is another answer out there. I'm not 
certain that I know what it is. 


el 


RATHER: There's no question in my mind that you're skeptical that Osama bin Laden, aided and abetted or at 
least protected with the Taliban, should be the principal target of some large military operation. If I'm wrong, tell 
me now. 


BEARDEN: No, no, no. You're not wrong, Dan. [What] I'm saying is—let me step back one step on this and say 
Osama bin Laden is an evil man and he's a component of the terrorism that we're dealing with across the board. 
All I'm saying is that I think Osama bin Laden has become the metaphor for the entire problem of terrorism 
involving Muslims with perceived grievances against the United States and I think it would be wrong to say this 
is a one-size-fits-all operation and to go after bin Laden because an operation as sophisticated as carried out 
yesterday was an operation that was concealed from us for months, probably, before it took place. It happened 
without, essentially, a hitch, except for one aircraft. And there is no reason to believe that these same people 
weren't capable of covering their tracks somehow on the way out. 


Now, I would go so far as to say that this group who was responsible for that, if they didn't have an Osama bin 
Laden out there they'd invent one because he's a terrific diversion for the rest of the world. 


SOURCE: CBS Sept. 13, 2001 0:14 am - 0:56 am 


The death of Osama bin Laden may have ended one chapter in the War on Terror, but it was not the end of the 
story. In a key sense, that story would simply repeat, with the rise of Al Qaeda serving as a template that the 
terror war planners could draw upon as needed in their efforts to prolong their never-ending conflict indefinitely. 


The alignment with radical Islamists to achieve short-term geostrategic goals—a strategy refined by the British 
Empire over centuries of practice in the "Great Game" of global geopolitics and reaching its apotheosis with the 
US operation to arm the Afghan Mujahideen in the 1980s—was simply employed once again as the US led its 
NATO allies in a "humanitarian war" against Moammar Gaddafi in Libya. Former enemies in the war on terror, 
including veterans of the Iraq insurgency who had been killing American troops in Iraq, and even designated 
terrorists who had been rendered and tortured by the CIA, were now the good guys, helping to overthrow 
Gaddafi's government in Tripoli. 


That same story played out yet again in Syria, where the US and its regional allies once again made a deal with 
the devil, this time in the name of toppling the government of Bashar al-Assad. Arming the most radical 
elements of these terror groups with US-procured weapons and training them at a US joint operation base in 
Jordan, it was not long before the Bush-era "redirection" of the terror war was complete and Al Qaeda was now 
widely recognized as a convenient ally of the US in Syria. 


In 2012, Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) Senior Fellow Ed Husain wrote of "Al-Qaeda's Specter in Syria," 
noting that "The Syrian rebels would be immeasurably weaker today without Al Qaeda in their ranks." 


In 2014, a trio of foreign policy "experts" published a piece for the CFR on "The Good and Bad of Ahrar al- 
Sham: An Al Qaeda—Linked Group Worth Befriending." 
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And in 2015, Barak Mendelsohn—writing in the pages of the same Foreign Affairs magazine in which Philip 
Zelikow and his co-authors had "predicted" the terror war—penned "Accepting Al Qaeda: The Enemy of the 
United States' Enemy," in which he argued: 


Since 9/11, Washington has considered Al Qaeda the greatest threat to the United States, one that must be 
eliminated regardless of cost or time. After Washington killed Osama bin Laden in 2011, it made Ayman AI- 
Zawahiri, Al Qaeda’s new leader, its next number one target. But the instability in the Middle East following the 
Arab revolutions and the meteoric rise of the Islamic State of Iraq and al-Sham (ISIS) require that Washington 
rethink its policy toward Al Qaeda, particularly its targeting of Zawahiri. Destabilizing Al Qaeda at this time 
may in fact work against U.S. efforts to defeat ISIS. 


In conclusion, Mendelson writes flatly: "It is certainly ironic that at this point, when the United States is the 
closest it has ever been to destroying Al Qaeda, its interests would be better served by keeping the terrorist 
organization afloat and Zawahiri alive." 


Such arguments, unthinkable during the bin Laden years, were suddenly not only thinkable but were being 
openly promoted in Beltway foreign policy think tank circles. That such a dramatic turnaround could even be 
considered, let alone advocated, so soon after the years-long propaganda campaign portraying Al Qaeda as an 
existential threat to the West is only surprising to those who were ignorant of the real history of Al Qaeda and 
the real origins of the terror war. 


To those who did know this history, the fact that those in the State Department's orbit were now openly calling 
for accommodation of and even alliance with Al Qaeda came as no surprise. And it similarly came as no surprise 
that this alliance led—exactly as it had in Afghanistan in the 1980s—to the rise of a new terror group: the 
Islamic State. 


Rising from the ashes of the same Al Qaeda in Iraq that had been led by Abu Musab al-Zarqawi—the US 
military's self-proclaimed "most successful information campaign to date"—the Islamic State rose to 
international prominence in 2014 when it captured Raqqa in Syria and began a campaign that saw it take over 
Mosul and Tikrit in northern Iraq before announcing the establishment of a caliphate. 


As a convenient justification for reengaging the American military in Iraq and as another excuse for military 
intervention in Syria, it was only later that the truth began to emerge: not only had the US armed and trained 
these very ISIS fighters that they were now engaged in mortal struggle with and not only had the US' own 
Defense Intelligence Agency precisely predicted the rise of an Islamic State in this area of Syria and Iraq two 
years before it happened, but US-led forces repeatedly stood down as ISIS convoys moved unimpeded, allowing 
them to take Ramadi in 2015 and allowing a convoy of stranded ISIS fighters to return home in 2017. 


The career of the group's new leader, Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi, followed the now-familiar terror bogeyman pattern. 
Like his predecessor Zarqawi, Baghdadi was pronounced dead, alive, arrested, dead and alive again so often that 
news of his actions quickly descended into farce. Detained by US forces at Camp Bucca in Iraq in 2004, he was 
reportedly arrested again in March 2007 and killed in May of that year before being arrested yet again in 2009 
and killed yet again in 2010, at which point even The Times was forced to concede, "The arrest or death of Mr. 
Baghdadi, the insurgent fighter, has been reported so many times that it has become a macabre joke." 


But he was not done yet. 
He was reported to have died in an Israeli hospital in April of 2015, then killed in an airstrike in October 2015 


and killed again by the Russians in June 2017 before the Syrian Observatory For Human Rights released a 
statement insisting he "Really Is Dead This Time" in July 2017. Yet still he continued to reappear, reliably 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 348 


resurrected in the headlines of the establishment press to terrorize the public as needed until the final report of 
his death in 2019. 


But perhaps the most remarkable aspect of the announcement of this, the final death of this remarkably resilient 
terror mastermind, carefully staged to bring to mind Obama's dramatic announcement of the death of Osama bin 


Laden and to rally the country around the flag once again... 


DONALD TRUMP: Last night the United States brought the world's number one terrorist leader to justice. Abu 
Bakr al-Baghdadi is dead. 


SOURCE: President Trump Delivers Remarks 


... 1S that few in the public seemed even to notice that it had taken place. 
And, in 2022, when Biden took his turn as the conquering hero, announcing the death of Ayman Al-Zawahiri: 


BIDEN: My fellow Americans, on Saturday, at my direction, the United States successfully concluded an air 
strike in Kabul, Afghanistan, that killed the Emir of Al Qaeda, Ayman Zawahiri. 


SOURCE: Biden Announces Death Of Al Qaeda Leader Ayman AI-Zawahri 


... again it was greeted by a collective shrug. Few in the public even knew Zawahiri's name, let alone gave him 
much thought. 


For a world that had just lived through two decades of near daily assurances that Al Qaeda was so existential a 
threat to human civilization that it justified a worldwide, never-ending War on Terror of unlimited scope, this 
was nothing short of remarkable. The War of Terror, it seemed, might end not with a bang but a whimper. 


For the families of Zemari Ahmadi and all the millions whose blood was spilled in Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, 
Syria, Yemen, Somalia, and all the other lands that have been torn apart by the senseless carnage of the past two 
decades, the growing apathy of the American public to the terror war narrative may come as cold comfort. But to 
those who have spent decades living under the shadow of the ever-present terror fearmongering, cynically 
wielded by politicians and governments to keep their populations cowering under the weight of colour-coded 
terror threats, the rejection of the terror war narrative is undeniably a turning point. 


But, even if the public, having snapped out of the Al Qaeda delusion, is content to move on with their lives and 
to prepare to live in a post-terror world, the terror warriors have other plans. 


What many in the public have failed to realize is that the War of Terror was never really about Osama bin Laden. 
It was never really about Al Qaeda. It wasn't about radical Muslims. At base, it wasn't even about geopolitical 
goals or reshaping the map of the Middle East. 


It was about us. 


NERMEEN SHAIKH: The Obama Administration's internal legal justification for assassinating US citizens 
without charge has been revealed for the first time. 


SOURCE: Kill List Exposed: Leaked Obama Memo Shows Assassination of U.S. Citizens "Has No 
Geographic Limit" 
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RAND PAUL: I don't know. If the president's going to kill these people, he needs to let them know. Some of the 
people [who] might be terrorists are people who are missing fingers. Some people have stains on their clothing. 
Some people have changed the color of their hair. 


SOURCE: Senator Rand Paul exposes scary definition of 'possible terrorist’ 


CHRIS CUOMO: This was no mere protest gone awry. It was what they used to care about on the right, the 
worst kind of planned violence: terorrism. 


SOURCE: CNN March 2, 2021 6:00pm-7:00pm PST 


DONALD TRUMP: These are not acts of peaceful protest, but really domestic terror. 


SOURCE: BBC News | September 2, 2020 3:00am-3:3lam BST 


ELAINE QIUJANO: The Assistant Director of the FBI's Counterterrorism Division told Congress that the 
Bureau currently has 850 open domestic terror cases. Half of those are anti-government or anti-authority 
extremists. 


SOURCE: FBI investigating 850 domestic terror cases 


REP. BOEBERT: And this was what DHS decided to put out in a bulletin that now, if you have COVID 
misinformation that they classify misinformation, you are a domestic terrorist. 


SOURCE: 'Covid Misinformation Is Now Domestic Terrorism': Says Congresswoman Boebert Citing A DHS 
Bulletin 


CHRYSTIA FREELAND: First, we are broadening the scope of Canada's anti-money laundering and terrorist 
financing rules so that they cover crowdfunding platforms and the payment service providers they use. 


SOURCE: Trudeau invokes Emergencies Act for first time ever in response to protests 


BUSH: There is little cultural overlap between violent extremists abroad and violent extremists at home. But in 
their disdain for pluralism, in their disregard for human life, in their determination to defile national symbols, 
they are children of the same foul spirit, and it is our continuing duty to confront them. 


SOURCE: Bush calls out domestic terror threat at 9/11 ceremony 


There, just below the surface of the War on Terror story that was sold to the public—the story of radical, 
freedom-hating Muslims and cowardly terror attacks and crusading Presidents flanked by their valiant Navy 
SEALs—is another story. As if written in invisible ink between the lines of the history of Al Qaeda is the story 
of the PATRIOT Act and the Department of Homeland Security, of the TSA and biometric screening and 
domestic terror watch lists. It is the story of the creation of an entire infrastructure of legal measures and 
emergency powers that have quietly transformed the face of the so-called free world. 


The terror myth has always served primarily as a tool of domestic control. It is a blank check for every 
government to enact whatever controls it desires over its population in the name of "security." And the public, 
convinced of the need for that security by the terror war myth itself, clamours for more government controls. The 
problem feeds upon itself. 
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There is only one way to break out of such a vicious circle. The underlying premise of the entire terror war has 
to be called out for what it is: a lie. 


In the end, perhaps this is how the War of Terror really ends. Not with the toppling of the Taliban or a "Mission 
Accomplished" photo op on the deck of an aircraft carrier or the announcement of the death of the arch terror 
mastermind or even by presidential declaration. Not by these or any of the other illusory endpoints that the terror 
warriors dangle in front of the public from time to time only to snatch away when grasped at. 


No. The War of Terror ends when the public, having learnt the secret history of Al Qaeda, decide to consign the 
real terror threat, the myth of Al Qaeda, to the dustbin of history. 


FALSE FLAGS: THE SECRET HISTORY OF AL QAEDA 
written, directed and narrated by JAMES CORBETT 
video editing and graphic design by BROC WEST 
transcript and sources: CORBETTREPORT.COM/ALQAEDA 


Dedicated to all those who lost their lives in the war of terror and all those who have sought to expose the 
truth about that war 
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How BlackRock Conquered the World — Part 1 


by James Corbett corbettreport.com November 12, 2022 


Let's play a little game. 


Let's imagine you're Joe Q. Normie and you need to run out for some groceries. You hop in the car and head to 
the store. What store do you go to? Why, Walmart, of course! 
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| Top Institutional Holders 
he a 

4 i ~% 
Walmart 


Save money. Live better. 


Holder Shares % Out 


Vanguard Group, Inc. (The) 128,344,108 4.73% 


Blackrock Inc. 93,857,825 3.46% 


State Street Corporation $9,957,778 2.21% 


And, being an unwitting victim of the sugar conspiracy, what do you buy when you're there? Coke, naturally! 


Top Institutional Holders 


Holder Shares % Out 
(bi bplly Berkshire Hathaway, Inc 400,000,000 9.25% 
Vanguard Group, Inc. (The) 359,394,421 8.31% 


Blackrock Inc. 299,838,038 6.93% 


And you can get jabbed at Walmart these days, right? Well then, you might as well make sure you get your sixth 
Moderna booster while you're there! 


Top Institutional Holders 


Holder Shares % Out 
mo e CIN J Baillie citford and company 45,280,023 11.79% 
Vanguard Group, Inc. (The) 27,648,457 7.20% 


Blackrock Inc. 26,217,382 6.82% 


And don't forget to fill up with gas on your way home! 


EXON 


Top Institutional Holders 


Holder Shares % Out 
Vanguard Group, 1¢.(The) 368,328,315 8.94% 


287,427,472 6.98% 


Blackrock Inc. 


State Street Corporation 234,554,069 5.70% 
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Is this creeping you out? Then why don't you shut yourself in your house and never go out shopping again? 
That'll show 'em! After all, you can always order whatever you need from Amazon, can't you? 


Top Institutional Holders 


Holder 


Vanguard Group, Inc. (The) 689,093,882 6.75% 
————— 


Blackrock Inc 587,459,087 5.76% 


wee) 


State Street Co poration 326,727 487 3.20% 


Are you noticing a pattern here? Yes, in case you haven't heard, BlackRock, Inc. is now officially everywhere. It 
owns everything. 


Sadly for us, however, the creepy corporate claws of the BlackRock beast aren't content simply to clutch onto a 
near plurality of the shares of every major corporation in the world. No, BlackRock is now digging its talons in 
even further and flexing its muscles, putting that inconceivable wealth and influence to use by completely 
reordering the economy, creating scamdemics and shaping the course of civilization in the process. 


Let's face it: if you're not concerned about the power BlackRock wields over the world by this point, then you're 
not paying attention. 


But don't worry if all of this is news to you. Most people have no idea where this investment giant came from, 
how it clawed its way to the top of the Wall Street dogpile, or what it has planned for your future. 


Let's fill that gap in public understanding. Over the course of this investigative series, you're going to get a crash 
course in the creepiest company you've never heard of. 


This week I will give A Brief History of Blackrock and describe how it came to be the economic and political 
juggernaut it is today. 


In Part 2 of this series, we will examine how BlackRock's Going Direct reset paved the way for the massive 
economic and monetary transition that we have just lived through under the cover of the scamdemic. 


And in Part 3, we will examine the Aladdin system and the other creepy ways BlackRock is planning to use its 
power to mould society in its own interest. 


PART 1: A BRIEF HISTORY OF BLACKROCK 


"Hold on a second," I hear you interject. "I've got this! BlackRock was founded as a mergers and acquisitions 
firm in 1985 by a couple of ex-Lehmanites and has since gone on to become the world's largest alternative 
investment firm, right?" 


Wrong. That's Blackstone Inc., currently headed by Stephen Schwarzman. But don't feel bad if you confuse the 
two. The Blackstone/BlackRock confusion was done on purpose. 
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In fact, BlackRock began in 1988 as a business proposal by investment banker Larry Fink and a gaggle of 
business partners. The appropriately named Fink had managed to lose $100 million in a single quarter in 1986 as 
a manager at First Boston investment bank by betting the wrong way on interest rates. Humbled by this 
humiliating setback (or so the story goes), Fink turned lemons into lemonade by crafting a vision for an 
investment firm with an emphasis on risk management. Never again would Larry Fink be caught off guard by a 
market downturn! 


Fink assembled some partners and brought his proposal to Blackstone co-founders Pete Peterson and Stephen 
Schwarzman, who liked the idea so much that they agreed to extend Fink a $5 million line of credit in exchange 
for a 50% share in the business. Originally named Blackstone Financial Management, Fink's operation was 
turning a nice profit within months, had quadrupled the value of its assets in one year, and had grown the value 
of its portfolio under management to $17 billion by 1992. 


Now firmly established as a viable business in its own right, Schwarzman and Fink began musing about spinning 
the firm off from Blackstone and taking it public. Schwarzman suggested giving the newly independent 
company a name with "black" in it as a nod to its Blackstone origins and Fink—taking roguish delight in the 
inevitable confusion and annoyance such a move would cause—proposed the name BlackRock, saying, "You 
know if we do something like this, all of our people will kill us." 


The two evidently share the same sense of humour. "There is a little confusion [between the companies]," 
Schwarzman now concedes. "And every time that happens I get a real chuckle." 


But a shared taste for causing unnecessary confusion was not enough to keep the partners together. By 1994, the 
two had fallen out over compensation for new hires (or perhaps due to distress over Schwarzman's ongoing 
divorce, depending who's telling the story), and Schwarzman sold Blackstone's holdings in BlackRock for a 
mere $240 million. ("That was certainly a heroic mistake," Schwarzman admits. ) 


Having made the split with Blackstone and established BlackRock as its own entity, Fink was firmly on the path 
that would lead to his company becoming the globe-bestriding financial colossus that it is today. 


In 1999, with its assets under management standing at $165 billion, BlackRock went public on the New York 
Stock Exchange at $14 per share. Expanding its services into analytics and risk management with its proprietary 
Aladdin enterprise investment system (more on which in Part 3 of this series), the firm acquired mutual fund 
company State Street Research & Management in 2004, merged with Merrill Lynch Investment Managers 
(MLIM) in 2006, and bought Seattle-based Quellos Group's fund-of-hedge-funds business in 2007, bringing the 
total value of assets under BlackRock management to over $1 trillion. 


But it was the Global Financial Crisis of 2007—2008 that catapulted BlackRock to its current position of 
financial dominance. Just ask Heike Buchter, the German correspondent who literally wrote the book on 
BlackRock. "Prior to the financial crisis I was not even familiar with the name. But in the years after the Lehman 
[Brothers] collapse [in 2008], BlackRock appeared everywhere. Everywhere!" Buchter told German news outlet 
DW in 2015. 


Even before the Bear Sterns fiasco materialized into the Lehman Brothers collapse and the full-on financial 
bloodbath of September 2008, Wall Street was collectively turning to BlackRock for help. AIG, Lehman 
Brothers, Fannie Mae, and Freddie Mac had all hired the firm to comb through their spiraling mess of credit 
obligations in the months before the meltdown. BlackRock was perceived to be the only firm that could sort 
through the dizzying math behind the complicated debt swaps and exotic financial instruments underlying the 
tottering financial system, and many Wall Street kingpins had Fink on speed dial as panic began to grip the 
markets. 
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"I think of it like Ghostbusters: When you have a problem, who you gonna call? BlackRock!" UBS managing 
director Terrence Keely told CNN at the time. 


And why wouldn't they trust Fink to pick through the mess of the subprime mortgage meltdown? After all, he 
was the one who helped launch the whole toxic subprime mortgage industry in the first place. 


Oh, did I forget to mention that? Remember the whole "losing his job because he lost $100 million for First 
Boston in 1986" thing? That came just three years after Fink had made billions for the bank's customers by 
constructing his first Collateralized Mortgage Obligation (CMO) and almost single-handedly creating the 
subprime mortgage market that would fail so spectacularly in 2008. 


So, depending how you look at it, Fink was either the perfect guy to have in charge of sorting out the mess that 
his CMO monstrosity had created or the first fink who should have gone to jail for it. Guess which way the US 
government chose to see it? 


Yes, you guessed right. They saw Fink as their saviour, of course. 


Specifically, the US government turned to BlackRock for help, with beleaguered US Treasury Secretary 
Timothy Geithner personally consulting Larry Fink no less than 49 times over the course of the 18-month crisis. 
Lest there be any doubt who was calling the shots in that relationship, when Geithner was on the ropes and his 
position as Secretary of the Treasury was in jeopardy at the end of Obama's first term, Fink's name was on the 
short list of those who were being considered to replace him. 


The Federal Reserve, too, put its faith in BlackRock, turning to the company for assistance in administering the 
2008 bailouts. Ultimately, BlackRock ended up playing a role in the $30 billion financing of the sale of Bear 
Stearns to J.P. Morgan, the $180 billion bailout of AIG, and the $45 billion rescue of Citigroup. 


When the dust finally settled on Wall Street after the Lehman Brothers collapse, there was little doubt who was 
sitting on top of the dust pile: BlackRock. The only question was how BlackRock would parley its growing 
wealth and financial clout into real-world political power. 


For Fink, the answer was obvious: move from the petty crime of high finance into the criminal big leagues of 
government. Accordingly, throughout the last decade, he has spent his time building up BlackRock's political 
influence until it has become (as even Bloomberg admits) the de facto "fourth branch of government." 


When BlackRock executives managed to get their hands on a confidential Federal Reserve PowerPoint 
presentation threatening to subject BlackRock to the same regulatory regime as the big banks, the Wall Street 
behemoth spent millions successfully lobbying the government to drop the proposal. 


But lobbying the government is a roundabout way to get what you want. As any good financial guru will tell 
you, it's far more cost-efficient to make sure that no troublesome regulations are imposed in the first place. 
Perhaps that's why Fink has been collecting powerful politicians for years now, scooping them up as consultants, 
advisors and board members so that he can ensure BlackRock has a key agent at the heart of any important 
political event. 


As William Engdahl details in his own exposé of BlackRock: 
BlackRock founder and CEO Larry Fink is clearly interested in buying influence globally. He made former 


German CDU MP Friederich Merz head of BlackRock Germany when it looked as if he might succeed 
Chancellor Merkel, and former British Chancellor of Exchequer George Osborne as “political consultant.” Fink 
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named former Hillary Clinton Chief of Staff Cheryl Mills to the BlackRock board when it seemed certain Hillary 
would soon be in the White House. 


He has named former central bankers to his board and gone on to secure lucrative contracts with their former 
institutions. Stanley Fisher, former head of the Bank of Israel and also later Vice Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve, is now Senior Adviser at BlackRock. Philipp Hildebrand, former Swiss National Bank president, is vice 
chairman at BlackRock, where he oversees the BlackRock Investment Institute. Jean Boivin, the former deputy 
governor of the Bank of Canada, is the global head of research at BlackRock’s investment institute. 


And it doesn't end there. When it came time for Biden's handlers to appoint the director of the National 
Economic Council—responsible for the coordination of policymaking on both domestic and international 
economic issues—naturally they turned to Brian Deese, the former global head of sustainable investing at 
BlackRock Inc. 


Indeed, by 2019, BlackRock's ascension to the height of political power was complete. At the same time that the 
World Economic Forum was appointing Fink as a member of its Board of Trustees, then-presidential candidate 
Joe Biden was making the pilgrimage to Wall Street to beg for BlackRock's support in the fight against Trump. 
"I'm here to help," Fink reportedly assured Biden. 


And the rest, as they say, is history. 


... Or, more accurately, is the present. Because when we peel back the layers of propaganda from the past three 
years, we find that the remarkable events of the scamdemic have absolutely nothing whatsoever to do with a 
virus. We are instead witnessing a changeover in the monetary and economic system that was conceived, 
proposed and then implemented by (you guessed it!) BlackRock. 


And that, ladies and gentlemen, will be the focus of Part 2 of this exploration. Stay tuned! .. . 


CorbettReport.com Documentaries Transcripts 357 


How BlackRock Conquered the World — Part 2 


Going Direct 


by James Corbett corbettreport.com November 19, 2022 


How BLACKROCK 


Conquered the World 
Part Il 


Last week, we ended our little history lesson in 2019, an extremely important year for the BlackRock takeover of 
the planet. 


In January of that year, Joe Biden crawled cap-in-hand to Larry Fink's Wall Street office to seek the financial 
titan's blessing for his presidential (s)election. ("I’m here to help," Fink reportedly replied.) 


Then, on August 22nd of that year, Larry Fink joined such illustrious figures as Al "Climate Conman" Gore, 
Chrystia "Account Freezing" Freeland, Mark "GFANZ" Carney, and the man himself, Klaus "Bond Villain" 
Schwab, on the World Economic Forum's Board of Trustees, an organization which, the WEF informs us, 
"serves as the guardian of the World Economic Forum’s mission and values." ("But which values are those, 
precisely?" you might ask, "And what does Yo-Yo Ma have to do with it?") 


It was another event that took place on August 22nd, 2019, however, that captures our attention today. As it 
turns out, August 22nd was not only the date that Fink achieved his globalist knighthood on the WEF board, it 
was also the date that the financial coup d'état (later erroneously referred to as a "pandemic") actually began. 


In order to understand what happened that day, however, we need to take a moment to understand the structure 
of the US monetary system. You see (GREATLY oversimplifying things for ease of understanding), there are 
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actually two types of money in the banking system: there is "bank money"—the money that you and I use to 
transact in the real economy—and there is "reserve money"—the money that banks keep on deposit at the 
Federal Reserve. These two types of money circulate in two separate monetary circuits, sometimes referred to as 
the retail circuit (bank money) and the wholesale circuit (reserve money). 


In order to get a handle on what this actually means, I highly suggest you check out John Titus! indispensable 
videos on the subject, notably "Mommy, Where Does Money Come From?", "Wherefore Art Thou Reserves?" 


and "Larry and Carstens' Excellent Pandemic." 


But the point of the two circuit system is that, historically speaking, the Federal Reserve was never able to "print 
money" in the sense that people usually understand that term. They are able to create reserve money, which 
banks can keep on deposit with the Fed to meet their capital requirements. The more reserves they have parked 
at the Fed, the more bank money they are allowed to conjure into existence and lend out into the real economy. 
The gap between Fed-created reserve money and bank-created bank money acts as a type of circuit breaker, and 
this is why the flood of reserve money that the Fed created in the wake of the global financial crisis of 2008 did 
not result in a spike in commercial bank deposits. 


But all that changed three years ago. As Titus observes, by the time of the scamdemic bailouts of 2020, the 
amount of bank money sitting in deposit in commercial banks in the US—a figure which had never shown any 
correlation with the total amount of reserves held on deposit at the Fed—suddenly spiked in lock step with the 
Fed's balance sheet. 


Something happened between the 2008 bailout and the 2020 bailout. Whereas the tidal wave of reserve money 
unleashed to capitalize the banks in the earlier bailout hadn't found its way into the "real" economy, the 2020 
bailout money had. 


So, what happened? BlackRock happened, that's what. 


Specifically, on August 15, 2019, BlackRock published a report under the typically eye-wateringly boring title, 
"Dealing with the next downturn: From unconventional monetary policy to unprecedented policy coordination." 
Although the paper did not catch the attention of the general public, it did generate some press in the financial 
media, and, much more to the point, generated interest from the gaggle of central bankers that descended on 
Jackson Hole, Wyoming, for the annual Jackson Hole Economic Symposium taking place on August 22, 2019— 
the exact same day that Fink was being appointed to the WEF's board. 


The theme of the 2019 symposium—which brings together central bankers, policymakers, economists and 
academics to discuss economic issues and policy options—was "Challenges for Monetary Policy," and 
BlackRock's paper, published a week in advance of the event, was carefully crafted to set the parameters of that 
discussion. 


It's no surprise that the report would have caught the attention of the central bankers. After all, BlackRock's 
proposal came with a pedigree. Of the four co-authors of the report, three of them were former central bankers 
themselves: Philipp Hildebrand, the former president of the Swiss National Bank; Stanley Fischer, the former 
Federal Reserve vice chairman and former governor of the Bank of Israel; and Jean Boivin, the former deputy 
governor of the Bank of Canada. 


But beyond the paper's authorship, it was what "Dealing with the next downturn" actually proposed that was to 
have such earth-shaking effects on the global monetary order. 
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The report starts by noting the dilemma that the central banksters found themselves in by 2019. After years of 
quantitative easing (QE) and ZIRP (zero interest rate policy) and even the once-unthinkable NIRP (negative 
interest rate policy), the banksters were running out of room to operate. As BlackRock notes: 


The current policy space for global central banks is limited and will not be enough to respond to a significant, let 
alone a dramatic, downturn. Conventional and unconventional monetary policy works primarily through the 
stimulative impact of lower short-term and long-term interest rates. This channel is almost tapped out: One-third 
of the developed market government bond and investment grade universe now has negative yields, and global 
bond yields are closing in on their potential floor. Further support cannot rely on interest rates falling. 


The would-be central planners' only other option for getting money into the economy (fiscal spending overseen 
by legislature) was similarly doomed to fail in the event of an economic crash: 


Fiscal policy can stimulate activity without relying on interest rates going lower — and globally there is a strong 
case for spending on infrastructure, education and renewable energy with the objective of elevating potential 
growth. The current low-rate environment also creates greater fiscal space. But fiscal policy is typically not 
nimble enough, and there are limits to what it can achieve on its own. With global debt at record levels, major 
fiscal stimulus could raise interest rates or stoke expectations of future fiscal consolidation, undercutting and 
perhaps even eliminating its stimulative boost. 


So, what was BlackRock's answer to this conundrum? Why, a great reset, of course! 
No, not Klaus Schwab's Great Reset. A different type of "great reset." The "Going Direct" reset. 


An unprecedented response is needed when monetary policy is exhausted and fiscal policy alone is not enough. 
That response will likely involve “going direct”: Going direct means the central bank finding ways to get central 
bank money directly in the hands of public and private sector spenders. Going direct, which can be organised in 
a variety of different ways, works by: 1) bypassing the interest rate channel when this traditional central bank 
toolkit is exhausted, and; 2) enforcing policy coordination so that the fiscal expansion does not lead to an 
offsetting increase in interest rates. 


The authors of BlackRock's proposal go on to stress that they are not talking about simply dumping money into 
people's account willy-nilly. As report co-author Phillip Hildebrand made sure to stress in his appearance on 
Bloomberg on the day of the paper's release, this was not Bernanke's "helicopter money" idea. Nor was it—as 
report co-author Jean Boivin was keen to stress in his January 2020 appearance on BlackRock's own podcast 
discussing the idea—a version of Modern Monetary Theory (MMT), with the government simply printing bank 
money up to spend directly into the economy. 


No, this was to be a process where special purpose facilities—which they called "standing emergency fiscal 
facilities" (SEFFs)—would be created to inject bank money directly into the commercial accounts of various 
public or private sector entities. These SEFFs would be overseen by the central bankers themselves, thus 
crossing the streams of the two monetary circuits in a way that had never been done before. 


Any additional measures to stimulate economic growth will have to go beyond the interest rate channel and “go 
direct” — when a central bank crediting private or public sector accounts directly with money. One way or 
another, this will mean subsidising spending — and such a measure would be fiscal rather than monetary by 
design. This can be done directly through fiscal policy or by expanding the monetary policy toolkit with an 
instrument that will be fiscal in nature, such as credit easing by way of buying equities. This implies that an 
effective stimulus would require coordination between monetary and fiscal policy — be it implicitly or 
explicitly. [Emphases added.| 
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Alright, let's recap. On August 15, 2019, BlackRock came out with a proposal calling for central banks to adopt 
a completely unprecedented procedure for injecting money directly into the economy in the event of the next 
downturn. Then, on August 22, 2019, the central bankers of the world convened in Wyoming for their annual 
shindig to discuss these very ideas. 


So? Did the central bankers listen to BlackRock? You bet they did! 


Remember when we saw how commercial bank deposits began moving in sync with the Fed's balance sheet for 
the first time ever? Well, let's take another look at that, shall we? 


It wasn't the March 2020 bailouts where the correlation between the Fed balance sheet and commercial bank 
deposits—the tell-tale sign of a BlackRock-style "going direct" bailout—began. It was actually in September 
2019—months before the scamdemic was a gleam in Bill Gates' eye—when we started to see Federal Reserve 
monetary creation finding its way directly into the retail monetary circuit. 


In other words, it was Jess than one month after BlackRock proposed this revolutionary new type of fiscal 
intervention that the central banks began implementing that very idea. The Going Direct Reset—better 
understood as a financial coup d'état—had begun. 


To be sure, this going direct intervention was later offset by the Fed's next scam for forcing more government 
debt on depositors, but that's another story. The point is that the seal had been broken on the going direct bottle, 
and it wasn't long before the central bankers had a perfect excuse for forcing that entire bottle down the public's 
throat. What we were told was a "pandemic" was in fact, on the financial level, just an excuse for an absolutely 
unprecedented pumping of trillions of dollars from the Fed directly into the economy. 


The story of precisely how the going direct reset was implemented during the 2020 bailouts is a fascinating one 
and I would encourage you to dive down that rabbit hole if you're interested. But for today's purposes, it's 
sufficient to understand what the central bankers got out of the Going Direct Reset: the ability to take over fiscal 
policy and to begin engineering the economy of main street in a more . . . well, direct way. 


But what did BlackRock get out of this, you ask? Well, when it came time to decide who to call in to manage the 
scamdemic bailout scam, guess who the Fed turned to? If you guessed BlackRock, then (sadly) you're exactly 


right! 


Yes, in March 2020 the Federal Reserve hired BlackRock to manage three separate bailout programs: its 
commercial mortgage-backed securities program, its purchases of newly issued corporate bonds and its 
purchases of existing investment-grade bonds and credit ETFs. 


To be sure, this bailout bonanza wasn't just another excuse for BlackRock to gain access to the government purse 
and distribute funds to businesses in its own portfolio, though it certainly was that. 


And it wasn't just another emergency where the chairman of the Federal Reserve had to put Larry Fink on speed 
dial—not just to shower BlackRock with no-bid contracts but to manage his own portfolio—although it certainly 
was that, too. 


It was also a convenient excuse for BlackRock to bail out one of its own most valuable assets: iShares, the 
collection of exchange traded funds (ETFs) that it acquired from Barclays for $13.5 billion in 2009 and which 
had ballooned to a $1.9 trillion juggernaut by 2020. 
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As Pam and Russ Martens—who have been on the BlackRock beat at their Wall Street On Parade blog for years 
now—detailed in their article on the subject, "BlackRock Is Bailing Out Its ETFs with Fed Money and 


Taxpayers Eating Losses": 


BlackRock is being allowed by the Fed to buy its own corporate bond ETFs as part of the Fed program to prop 
up the corporate bond market. According to a report in /nstitutional Investor on Monday, BlackRock, on behalf 
of the Fed, “bought $1.58 billion in investment-grade and high-yield ETFs from May 12 to May 19, with 
BlackRock’s iShares funds representing 48 percent of the $1.307 billion market value at the end of that period, 
ETFGI said in a May 30 report.” 


No bid contracts and buying up your own products, what could possibly be wrong with that? To make matters 
even more egregious, the stimulus bill known as the CARES Acct set aside $454 billion of taxpayers’ money to 
eat the losses in the bail out programs set up by the Fed. A total of $75 billion has been allocated to eat losses in 
the corporate bond-buying programs being managed by BlackRock. Since BlackRock is allowed to buy up its 
own ETFs, this means that taxpayers will be eating losses that might otherwise accrue to billionaire Larry Fink’s 
company and investors. 


At the time that the Fed's contract with BlackRock to manage the ETF purchase program was announced, the 
mockingbird repeaters at The New York Times attempted to run cover for the swindle by pointing out that the 
contract that the Fed signed would ensure that BlackRock "will earn no more than $7.75 million per year for the 
main bond portfolio it will manage" and that the firm "will also be prohibited from earning fees on the sale of 
bond-backed exchange traded funds, a segment of the market it dominates." 


But this, of course, completely (and no doubt deliberately) misses the point. 


As The Wall Street Journal reported in September 2020, BlackRock's revenue rose 11.5% to $261 million in the 
second quarter of 2020 on the back of a $34 billion surge in ETFs under BlackRock management. As Bharat 
Ramamurti, a member of the congressional body overseeing the Fed’s coronavirus stimulus programs, noted in 
the report, the fundamental scam that BlackRock pulled is not exactly rocket science. 


Even if BlackRock waives its fees from the purchases that the Fed is making, the fact that it is associated with 
this program means that other investors are going to rush into BlackRock funds. BlackRock obviously generates 
fees from those flows. So the net result is that this is very lucrative for BlackRock. 


The numbers speak for themselves. After BlackRock was allowed to bailout its own ETF funds with the Fed's 
newly minted going direct funny money, iShares surged yet again, surpassing $3 trillion in assets under 
management last year. 


But it wasn't just the Fed that was rolling out the red carpet for BlackRock to implement the very bailout plan 
that they created. Banksters from around the world were positively falling over themselves to get BlackRock to 
manage their market interventions. 


In April 2020, the Bank of Canada announced that it was hiring (who else?) BlackRock's Financial Markets 
Advisory (FMA) to help manage its own $10 billion corporate bond buying program. Then in May 2020, the 
Swedish central bank, the Riksbank, also hired BlackRock as an external consultant to conduct "an analysis of 
the Swedish corporate bonds market and an assessment of possible design options for a potential corporate bonds 
asset purchase programme." 


As we saw in Part | of this exploration, the Global Financial Crisis had put BlackRock on the map, establishing 
the firm's dominance on the world stage and catapulting Larry Fink to the status of Wall Street royalty. With the 
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2020 Going Direct Reset, however, BlackRock had truly conquered the planet. It was now dictating central bank 
interventions and then acting in every conceivable role and in direct violation of conflict of interest rules, acting 
as consultant and advisor, as manager, as buyer, as seller and as investor with both the Fed and the very banks, 
corporations, pension funds and other entities it was bailing out. 


Yes, with the advent of the scamdemic, BlackRock had cemented its position as The Company That Owns The 
World. 


But yet again we are left with the same nagging question: What is BlackRock seeking to do with this power? 
What is it capable of doing? And what are the aims of Fink and his fellow travelers? 


The answer, which we will discuss next week, is that BlackRock is now seeking to bend society itself to its will, 
shaping the course of civilization in the process. 


Stay tuned for Part 3 of this series where we will gaze into the crystal ball to see The Future According to 
BlackRock. ... 
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How BlackRock Conquered the World — Part 3 


Aladdin's Genie and the Future of the World 


by James Corbett corbettreport.com November 27, 2022 


How BlackRoc 
qguered the World | 


As we saw in Part | of this series, BlackRock started out life as "Blackstone Financial Management" in the 
offices of The Blackstone Group in 1988. By 1992, it was already so successful that founder Larry Fink and 
Blackstone CEO Stephen Schwarzman spun the company off as its own entity, christening it BlackRock in a 
deliberate attempt to sow confusion. 


But it was in 1993 (or so the story goes) that arguably the most important of BlackRock's market-controlling 
tools was forged. It was that year that Jody Kochansky, a fixed-income portfolio manager hired the year before 
who began to tire of his daily 6:30 AM task of comparing his entire portfolio to yesterday's numbers. 


The task, hitherto done by hand from paper printouts, was long and arduous. Kochansky had a better idea: "We 
said, let’s take this data, and rather than print it out, let’s sort it into a database, and have the computer compare 
the report today versus the report yesterday, across every position." 


It may seem obvious to us today, but in 1993 the idea of automating a task like this was a radical one. But, as 
radical as it may have seemed at the time, the idea paid off. After seeing the utility of having an automated, 
daily, computer-generated report calculating the risk on every asset in a portfolio, Kochansky and his team 
hunkered down for a 72-hour code-writing exercise that resulted in Aladdin (short for "asset, liability, debt and 
derivative investment network"), a proprietary investment analysis technology touted as "the operating system 
for BlackRock." 
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Sold as a "central processing system for investment management," the software is now the core of BlackRock 
Solutions, a BlackRock subsidiary that licenses Aladdin to corporate clients and institutional investors. Aladdin 
combines portfolio management and trading, compliance, operations, and risk oversight in a single platform, and 
is now used by over 200 institutions, including fund manager rivals Vanguard and State Street; half of the top ten 
insurers in the world; Big Tech giants like Microsoft, Apple and Alphabet; and numerous pension funds, 
including the world's largest, the $1.5 trillion Japanese Government Pension Insurance Fund. 


The numbers themselves tell the story of Aladdin. 
It is used by 13,000 BlackRock employees and thousands of BlackRock customers. 
It occupies three datacentres in the US with plans to open two more in Europe. 


It runs thousands of Monte Carlo simulations—computational algorithms that model the probability of various 
outcomes in chaotic systems—every day on each one of the tens of millions of securities under its purview. 


And by February 2017, it was managing risk for $20 trillion worth of assets. That's when BlackRock stopped 
reporting the number because—as the company told Zhe Financial Times—"total assets do not reflect how 
clients use the system." An anonymous source in the company had a different take: "the figure is no longer 
disclosed because of the negative attention the enormous sums attracted." 


In this case, the phrase "enormous sums" almost fails to do justice to the truly mind-boggling wealth under the 
watchful eye of this computer system. As The Financial Times went on to report, the combination of the scores 
of new clients using Aladdin in recent years and the growth in the stock and bond markets in that time has meant 
that the total value of assets under the system's management is much larger than the $20 trillion reported in 2017: 
"Today, $21.6tn sits on the platform from just a third of its 240 clients, according to public documents verified 
with the companies and first-hand accounts." 


For context, that figure—trepresenting the assets of just one-third of BlackRock's clientele—itself accounts for 
10% of the value of all the stocks and bonds in the world. 


But if the idea of this amount of the world's assets being under the management of a single company's 
proprietary computer software concerns you, BlackRock has a message for you: Relax! The official line is that 
Aladdin only calculates risk, it doesn't tell asset managers what to buy or sell. Thus, even if there was a stray line 
of code or a wonky algorithm somewhere deep inside Aladdin's programming getting its investment analysis 
catastrophically wrong, the final decision on any given investment would still come down to human judgment. 


... Needless to say, that's a lie. In 2017, BlackRock unveiled a project to replace underperforming humans in 
their stockpicking business with computer algorithms. Dubbed "Monarch," the scheme saw billions of dollars of 
assets snatched from human control and given to an obscure arm of the BlackRock empire called Systematic 
Active Equities (SAE). SAE was acquired in the same 2009 deal that saw BlackRock acquire iShares from 
Barclays Global Investor (BGI). 


As we saw last week, the BGI deal was unbelievably lucrative for BlackRock, with iShares being acquired for 
$13.5 billion in 2009 and rising to a $1.9 trillion valuation in 2020. It's a testament to BlackRock's commitment 
to the machine-over-man Monarch project, then, that Mark Wiseman, global head of active equities at 
BlackRock, could tell The Financial Times in 2018, "I firmly believe that, if we look back in five to 10 years 
from now, the thing that we most benefited from in the BGI acquisition is actually SAE." 
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Even The New York Times was reporting at the time of the launch of the Monarch operation that Larry Fink had 
"cast his lot with the machines" and that BlackRock had "laid out an ambitious plan to consolidate a large 
number of actively managed mutual funds with peers that rely more on algorithms and models to pick stocks." 


"The democratization of information has made it much harder for active management," Fink told The NY Times. 
"We have to change the ecosystem — that means relying more on big data, artificial intelligence, factors and 
models within quant and traditional investment strategies." 


Lest there be any doubt about BlackRock's commitment to this anti-human agenda, the company doubled down 
in 2018 with the creation of AI Labs, which is "composed of researchers, data scientists, and engineers" and 
works to "develop methods to solve their hardest technical problems and advance the fields of finance and AI." 


The actual models that SAE uses to pick stocks is hidden behind walls of corporate secrecy, but we do know 
some details. We know, for instance, that SAE collects over 1,000 market signals on each stock under 
evaluation, including everything from the obvious statistics you would expect in any quantitative analysis of the 
equities markets—trading price, volume, price-earnings ratio, etc—to the more exotic forms of data harvesting 
that is possible when complex learning algorithms are connected to the mind-boggling amounts of data that are 
now available on seemingly everyone and everything. 


A Harvard MBA student catalogued some of these novel approaches to stock valuation undertaken by the SAE 
algorithms in a 2018 post on the subject. 


One of the ways BlackRock is including machine learning in its investment process is by ‘signal combination’, 
in which a model mines data attempting to learn the relationships between stock returns and various quantitative 
data. For example, it would analyze web traffic through corporate’s websites as an indicator of future growth of 
the company or would look at geolocation data from smartphones to predict which retailers are more popular. In 
doing so, researchers must recalibrate and refine the model, to make sure it was adding value and not just 
rediscovering well known market behaviors already know by ‘fundamental’ fund managers. 


Another important machine learning application came when it was combined with natural language processing. 
In this model, the technology learns in an adaptive way what are the words that can predict future performance 
of stocks. This model was used on analysis of broker reports and corporate filings, and the technology 
discovered that CEO’s remarks tend to be generally more positive, so then it started giving more importance to 
the comments of the CFO, or the Q&A portion of conference calls. 


So, let's recap. We know that BlackRock now manages well in excess of $21 trillion of assets with its Aladdin 
software, making a significant portion of the world's wealth dependent on the calculations of an opaque, 
proprietary BlackRock "operating system." And we know that Fink has "cast his lot in with the machines" and is 
increasingly devoted to finding ways to leverage so-called artificial intelligence, learning algorithms, and other 
state-of-the-art technologies to further remove humans from the investment loop. 


But here's the real question: what is BlackRock actually doing with its all-seeing eye of Aladdin and its SEA 
robo-stockpickers and its AI Labs? Where are Fink and the gang actually trying to take us with the latest and 
greatest in cutting edge fintech wizardry? 


Luckily, we don't exactly need to scry the tea leaves to find our answer to that question. Larry Fink has been 
kind enough to write it down for us in black and white. 


You see, every year since 2012, Fink has taken it upon himself as de facto world's wealth to pen an annual "letter 
to CEOs" laying out the next steps in his scheme for world domination. 
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... Errr, I mean, he writes the letter "as a fiduciary for our clients who entrust us to manage their assets — to 
highlight the themes that I believe are vital to driving durable long-term returns and to helping them reach their 
goals." 


Sometimes referred to as a "call to action" to corporate leaders, these letters from the man stewarding over a 
significant chunk of the world's investmentable assets actually do change corporate behaviour. That this is so 
should be self-evident to anyone with two brain cells to rub together, which is precisely why it took a team of 
researchers months of painstaking study to publish a peer-reviewed paper concluding this blindingly obvious 
fact: "portfolio firms are responsive to BlackRock’s public engagement efforts." 


So, what is Larry Fink's latest hobby horse, you ask? Why, the ESG scam, of course! 


That's right, Fink used his 2022 letter to harangue his captive audience of corporate chieftains about "The Power 
of Capitalism," by which he means the power of capitalism to more perfectly control human behaviour in the 
name of "sustainability." 


Specifically: 


It’s been two years since I wrote that climate risk is investment risk. And in that short period, we have seen a 
tectonic shift of capital. Sustainable investments have now reached $4 trillion. Actions and ambitions towards 
decarbonization have also increased. This is just the beginning — the tectonic shift towards sustainable investing 
is still accelerating. Whether it is capital being deployed into new ventures focused on energy innovation, or 
capital transferring from traditional indexes into more customized portfolios and products, we will see more 
money in motion. 


Every company and every industry will be transformed by the transition to a net zero world. The question is, will 
you lead, or will you be led? 


Oooh, oooh, I want to lead, Larry! Pick me, pick me! . . . but please, tell me how I can lead my company into 
this Brave New Net Zero World Order. 


Stakeholder capitalism is all about delivering long-term, durable returns for shareholders. And transparency 
around your company’s planning for a net zero world is an important element of that. But it’s just one of many 
disclosures we and other investors ask companies to make. As stewards of our clients’ capital, we ask businesses 
to demonstrate how they’re going to deliver on their responsibility to shareholders, including through sound 
environmental, social, and governance practices and policies. 


Yes, to the surprise of absolutely no one, Larry Fink has signed BlackRock on to the multi-trillion dollar scam 
that is "environmental, social, and governance practices and policies," better known as ESG. For those who don't 
know about ESG yet, they might want to get up to speed on the topic with my presentation earlier this year on 
"ESG and the Big Oil Conspiracy," but—as the always well-researched Iain Davis summarizes in his article on 
the globalization of the commons (aka the financialization of nature through so-called "natural asset 
corporations"): 


This will be achieved using Stakeholder Capitalism Metrics. Assets will be rated using environmental, social and 
governance (ESG) benchmarks for_sustainable business performance. Any business requiring market finance, 
perhaps through issuing climate bonds, or maybe green bonds for European ventures, will need those bonds to 
have a healthy ESG rating. 
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A low ESG rating will deter investors, preventing a project or business venture from getting off the ground. A 
high ESG rating will see investors rush to put their money in projects that are backed by international 
agreements. In combination, financial initiatives like NACs and ESGs are converting SDGs into market 
regulations. 


In other words, ESG is a set of phoney-baloney metrics that are being cooked up by globalist think tanks and 
would-be ruling councils (like the World Economic Forum) to serve as a type of social credit system for 
corporations. If corporations fail to toe the line when it comes to globalist policies of the moment—whether 
that's committing to industry-destroying net zero (or even Absolute Zero) commitments or de-banking thought 
criminals or anything else that may be on the globalist checklist—their ESG rating will take a hit. 


"So what?" you may ask. "What does an ESG rating have to do with the price of tea in China and why would any 
CEO care?" 


The "so what" here is that—as Fink signals in his latest letter—BlackRock will be putting ESG reporting and 
compliance in its basket of considerations when choosing which stocks and bonds to invest in and which ones to 
pass over. 


And Fink is not alone. There are now 291 signatories to the Net Zero Asset Managers Initiative, an "international 
group of asset managers committed to supporting the goal of net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 or 
sooner" that includes BlackRock, Vanguard, State Street and a slew of other companies collectively managing 
$66 trillion of assets. 


In plain English, BlackRock and its fellow globalist investment firms are leveraging their power as asset 
managers to begin shaping the corporate world in their image and bending corporations to their will. 


And, in case you were wondering, yes, this is tied into the AI agenda as well. 
In 2020, BlackRock announced the launch of a new module to its automated Aladdin system: Aladdin Climate. 


Aladdin Climate is the first software application to offer investors measures of both the physical risk of climate 
change and the transition risk to a low-carbon economy on portfolios with climate-adjusted security valuations 
and risk metrics. Using Aladdin Climate, investors can now analyze climate risk and opportunities at the security 
level and measure the impact of policy changes, technology, and energy supply on specific investments. 


To get a sense of what a world directed by digital overlords at the behest of this ESG agenda might look like, we 
need turn no further than to the ongoing conflict in Ukraine. As Fink wrote in his letter to shareholders earlier 
this year: 


Finally, a less discussed aspect of the war is its potential impact on accelerating digital currencies. The war will 
prompt countries to re-evaluate their currency dependencies. Even before the war, several governments were 
looking to play a more active role in digital currencies and define the regulatory frameworks under which they 
operate. The US central bank, for example, recently launched a study to examine the potential implications of a 
US digital dollar. A global digital payment system, thoughtfully designed, can enhance the settlement of 
international transactions while reducing the risk of money laundering and corruption. Digital currencies can 
also help bring down costs of cross-border payments, for example when expatriate workers send earnings back 
to their families. As we see increasing interest from our clients, BlackRock is studying digital currencies, 
stablecoins and the underlying technologies to understand how they can help us serve our clients. 
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The future of the world according to BlackRock is now coming fully into view. It is a world in which 
unaccountable computer learning algorithms automatically direct investments of the world's largest institutions 
into the coffers of those who play ball with the demands of Fink and his fellow travellers. It is a world in which 
transactions will be increasingly digital, with every transaction being data mined for the financial benefit of the 
algorithmic overlords at BlackRock. And it is a world in which corporations that refuse to go along with the 
agenda will be ESG de-ranked into oblivion and individuals who present resistance will have their CBDC 
wallets shut off. 


The transition of BlackRock from a mere investment firm into a financial, political and technological colossus 
that has the power to direct the course of human civilization is almost complete. 


CONCLUSION 


As bleak as this exploration of this world-conquering juggernaut is, there is a ray of hope on the horizon: the 
public is at least finally becoming aware of the existence of BlackRock and its relative importance on the global 
financial stage. This is reflected in an increasing number of protests targeting BlackRock and its activities. For 
example: 


NOW - BlackRock HO in NYC stormed with pitchforks 


Keen-eyed observers may note, however, that these protests are not against the BlackRock agenda I have laid 
out in this series. On the contrary. They are for that agenda. These protesters' main gripe seems to be that Fink 
and BlackRock are engaged in greenwashing and that the mega-corporation is actually more interested in its 
bottom line than in saving Mother Earth. 


Well, duh. Even BlackRock's former Chief Investment Officer for Sustainable Investing wrote an extensive, 
four-part whistleblowing exposé after leaving the firm documenting how the "sustainable investing" push being 
touted by Fink is a scam from top-to-bottom. 


My only gripe with this limited hangout critique of BlackRock is that it implies that Fink and his cohorts are 
merely interested in accumulating dollars. They're not. They're interested in turning their financial wealth into 
real-world power. Power that they will wield in service of their own agenda and that they will cloak with a 
phony green mantle because they believe—and not without reason—that that's what the public wants. 


Slightly closer to the point, you get nonprofit groups like Consumers' Research "slamming" BlackRock for 
impoverishing the real economy for the benefit of themselves and their colleagues. "You’d think a company that 
has made it their mission to enforce ESG (environmental, social and governance) standards on American 
businesses would apply those same standards to foreign investments, but BlackRock isn't pushing its woke 
agenda on China or Russia," Consumers' Research Executive Director Will Hild explained earlier this year after 
the launch of an ad campaign targeting the investment giant. 


But that critique, too, seems to miss the underlying point. Is Hild trying to say that if only Fink applied his 
economy-destroying standards equally across the board then he would be beyond reproach? 


More hopefully, there are signs that the political class—always willing to jump out in front of a parade and 
pretend they're leading it—are picking up on the growing public discontent with BlackRock and are beginning to 
cut ties with the firm. 
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In recent months, multiple US state governments have announced their intention to divest state funds from 
BlackRock, with 19 state's attorneys general even signing a letter to Larry Fink in August calling him out on his 
agenda of social control: 


BlackRock’s actions on a variety of governance objectives may violate multiple state laws. Mr. McCombe’s 
letter asserts compliance with our fiduciary laws because BlackRock has a private motivation that differs from 
its public commitments and statements. This is likely insufficient to satisfy state laws requiring a sole focus on 
financial return. Our states will not idly stand for our pensioners’ retirements to be sacrificed for BlackRock’s 
climate agenda. The time has come for BlackRock to come clean on whether it actually values our states’ most 
valuable stakeholders, our current and future retirees. 


As part of this divestment push, the Louisiana state treasurer announced in October that the state was 
withdrawing $794 million in state funds from BlackRock, South Carolina's state treasurer announced plans to 
divest $200 million from the company's control by the end of the year and Arkansas has already taken $125 
million out of money market accounts under BlackRock's management. 


As I noted in my recent appearance on The Hrvoje Moric Show, regardless of the real motivations of these state 
governments, the fact that they feel compelled to take action against BlackRock is itself a hopeful sign. It means 
that the political class understands that an increasing portion of the public is aware of the 
BlackRock/ESG/corporate governance agenda and is opposed to it. 


Once again, we arrive at the bottom line: the only thing that truly matters is public awareness of the issues 
involved in the rise of a financial (and political and technological) giant like BlackRock, and it is only general 
public opinion that can move the needle when it comes to removing the wealth (and thus the power) from a 
behemoth like the one that Fink has created. 


But before we wrap up here, there's one last point to be made. 


You might remember that we opened this exploration by highlighting BlackRock's position as one of the the top 
institutional shareholders in Walmart, Coca-Cola, Moderna, Exxon, Amazon, . ..and seemingly every other 
company of significance on the global stage. Now, the fact checkers will tell you that this doesn't actually matter 
because it's the shareholders who actually own the stock, not BlackRock itself. But that raises a further question: 
who owns BlackRock? 


Oh, of course. 
Now, I realize this is a lot of information to take in at once. Go ahead and re-read this series once or twice. 
Follow some of the many links contained herein to better familiarize yourself with the material. Share these 


reports (or the info itself) with others. 


But if, after reading all of this you find yourself looking back over these "Top Institutional Holders" lists and 
saying: "Hey wait! Who's The Vanguard Group?" .. . 


... Well then, I'd say you're starting to get it! Good job! And don't worry, friends, that is a question that we will 
be exploring in these pages in the not-too-distant future. Stay tuned. 


